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ESTRODUCTION 

1. The Tyneside Special Review Area is the second of the five special 
review areas, defined in the Third Schedule of the Ix)cal Government 
Act 1958, to be reviewed by us. It comprises part of the administrative 
county of Durham (the borough of Jarrow and the urban districts of 
Blaydon, Felling. Hebbum, Ryton and Whickham) ; part of the adminis- 
trative county of Northumbedand (the boroughs of Wallsend and Whitley 
Bay and the urban districts of Gosforth. Longbenton and Newburn) ; 
and the county boroughs of Gateshead, Newcastle upon Tyne, South Shields 
and Tynemouth. During the course of our review the area was extended 
by order(*) to include Boldon urban district together with small parts 
of Washington urban lanid Ohester-le-Street rural districts in County 
Durham and small parts of Seaton Valley urban and Castle Ward rural 
districts in Northumberland (see Appendix 4). Details of the area, popula- 
tion and rateable value of local authority areas in 'the special review 
area as extended are given in Appendix 1. 

2. We began our review on 1st January, 1960, having previously sent a 
questionnaire to the local authorities concerned and invited the views 
of those organisations likely to have information about the present working 
of local government on Tyneside or opinions on its best o^rganisation for 
the future (see Appendix 2). A list of those who wrote to us at the 
beginning of the review is given in Appendix 3. We later held informal 
meetings with the local authorities and certain other organisations, and 
from the full and helpful answers we received to our many questions 
we were able to build up a picture of Tyneside’s past history and present 
problems, and the various ways in which it might be possible to strengthen 
its local government to meet present and future needs. This picture was 
amplified by our own studies of the geography of the area, the material 
available in the census returns, the development plans, etc., and our 
visits to the area. 

3. Our draft proposals were issued on 12th February, 1962, and were 
discussed with the local authorities and other organisations concerned 
in Newcastle on 24th-26th July, 1962. A list of the_ authorities and 
organisations who wrote to us about the draft proposals is at Appendix 6 
and a list of those represented at the conference is at Appendix 7. We 
should like to record here our thanks to Northumberland County Council 
for letting us hold our conference in their council chamber and to their 
staff who gave us such willing help in making aU the arrangements. _ We 
have now reconsidered our draft proposals in the light of the written 
representations and th'e discussion at the conference, and present our 
final proposals and report. 

4. Regulation 14 of the Local Government Commission Regulations 1958, 
requires us, before finally formulating proposals for a special review 
area which contains only part of an administrative county, to have 

> S.I. 1961 No. 1359. Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, price 3d. net. 
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completed at least the initial stages of the review of the rest of ti,, 
^nty. Those parts of Narthumbcrlaed and Durham not in the Tyneside 
st^re^ R'view Area are in the North Eastern General Review Arl We 
started our review of this area on 15th December, 1959, and issued draft 

” October 

fro? chapters which follow we begin with a description of the review 
area its present character and, briefly, how it came to be what it is— 
^d a note on the local government background. We then describe 
briefly the problems of the area and the possible forms of reorganisation 
which we considered m formulating our draft proposals (the statement 
of our draft proposals is reproduced in Appendix 5). From there we 
go on to the reactions of the local authorities and others concerned the 
further suggestions they made, and our comments on them. Then comes 

proposals followed by an appreciation 
of tte financial and other effects of such proposals on the rest of Northum- 
CTlaed and Durham as well as on the Tyneside areas themselves. After 
tois we consider some more detailed points about the distribution of 
functions under our proposed scheme and finally we reconsider the boun- 

ortbis 'reno^^Tr'?'^ are summarised at the end 

of this rep<^. The local government areas we propose are shown on the 

included for purposes of illustration 
only and does not purport to define exact boundaries which are shown 
repTi'atel'*'’*^' “ defimtive series of maps at 1 : 25,000 scale published 
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CHAPTER 1 

The Character of the Review Area 

6. Ten n^es upstream from the mouth of the Tyne the river valley narrows 
between bluffs on either bank and it was here that the Romans built their 
Pons Aelius m the second century A.D. Here, too, a thousand years later, 
Robert of Normandy built the “ new castle ” on the north bank, and after a 
period almost as long apin the railway builders drove their line through 
the castle precincts. This is the centre of urban Tyneside which stretches, 
with hardly a break in development, for about 18 mfles along both banks 
of the nver, rarely exceeding 10 miles in width and covering an area 
of nearly 130 square miles. About 900,000 people live here ; it was defined 
in the Local Government Act 1958 as a special review area, and it is 
a true conurbation, that is, a growing together of many once separate towns 
mto a continuous urban mass. 

Industrial Growth 

7. The causes of this growth were industrial and commercial: coal and 
the sea were its foundations. From the fourteenth century onwards coal 
was quarried from outcrops or shallow adits in the steep valley sides of the 
Tyne and its tributaries : it was loaded on to the “ keels ” to he taken down- 
stream to the seagoing “ coUiers ” moored at the river mouth, which would 
carry it as far as south-eastern England and later to western Europe. 
“ Carding coals to Newcastle ” is a saying which goes back at least to 
the sixteenth century. The “ keels ” and “ colliers ” were the origin of 
Tyne shipbuildiug ; and other industry grew up because of the coal 
supplies, the local 'tradition of lead smelting and the import of ores into a 
sheltered port. With the industrial revolution metal industries, shipbuilding 
and repairing, copper refining, marine engine and locomotive production 
and a wide range of engineering became established. Iron ore imported 
for the blast furnaces at Jarrow (now closed) and Consett consolidated the 
basis of modem industry. 

8. Tyneside’s golden age was in the nineteenth century ; a change came 
after the first world war. Coal exports diminished, shipbuildiag suffered 
increasingly from foreign competition, and Tyneside was plunged suddenly 
into the depths of depression. The whole basis of its economy was seriously 
threatened and more than 25 per cent of the insured workers were unem- 
ployed ; Jarrow, with 57 per cent of its manpower unemployed in 1934, 
became the archetype of the depressed areas of the thirties. New sources 
of livelihood were essential and strenuous efforts by successive governments 
to bring in new industry met with considerable success. New employment 
was attracted into the Tyne valley itself and to the government-sponsored 
Team Valley. Bede and Chirton industrial trading estates. Other new 
factories were built in various parts of the area (notably along the 
Wallsend coast road) and after the war the central recording offices of the 
Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance were established on the borders 
of Newcastle and Longbenton. 
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(Combed from The County Maps for Northumberland and Durham made by 
£d 1961) Ordnance Survey maps for 1902 to 1903, 1920 to 1922 
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Built-up areas are shown in black, railways by a continuous heavy black line the 
extended special review area boundary is edged by a band of stipple. 
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9. Coal mining is now declining rapidly in western Tyneside, but some 
of the large collieries further east have still many more years of life. 
Manufacturing industry has shewn some tendency to spread upstream from 
the navigable tideway on to the riverside “ haughs ” in Newcastle, "Whickham 
and Blaydon as far as the Stella power stations. 

10. In spite of trading estates and scattered factories elsewhere, the industrial 
core of the area stiU lies along the river Tyne, where shipbuilding is of 
special significance at Hebbum, Wallsend and the Walker district of 
Newcastle, ship repairing at South Shields and general en^eering throu^out' 

the valley, especially in Newcastle and Hebbum. With similar industry i 
on the two banks labour is as freely interchangeable as communications 
permit. The dominance of this riverside industry is shewn on Map B. | 

1 

Population and Development ! 

11. As industry developed the population grew and spread north and south f 
from the original riverside communities. In 1800 most of the people lived in 

the four towns which are now the county borou^s ; at that time they ranged 
in size from South Shields with 14,000 inhabitants to Newcastle with 34,000. 
During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries the riverside towns 
grew steadily and from 1920 onwards extensive suburban house-building, ! 
especially in Gosforth, Longbenton, Newbum, Tynemouth, Whitley Bay, 
Felling and Whickham knit the towns on either bank into a continuous 
whole. A number of smaller mining communities in Newbum, Ryton, 
Blaydon, Whickham and Felling were absorbed into the urban area and 
others, notably in the Boldon and Blaydon urban districts, lie only just outside 
its present limi ts- The urban growth of the area is illustrated in Figure 1. 

12. In the last thirty years the movement of people away from Tyneside has 
almost equalled the natural increase there. Since 1931 the population of 
England and Wales has grown by 16 per cent, hut the resident population 

of Tyneside has grown by little more than 2 per cent. ; the population living i 

on Ae south bank of the river is in fact smaller than it was in 1931. * 

During this period more than 100,000 people have moved away from Tyneside. i 

I 

Housing I 

13. The character of Tyneside’s housing is such as might be imagined from | 

its industrial history. The closely packed older areas near the river are i 

surrounded and interspersed with more recent and less dense development. [ 

Many of the worst slum areas have been cleared, hut there are stHl large 
numbers of houses that are too old. too small, too crowded and too lacking 

in amenity to be satisfactory. Very typical are the “ flat houses ” — ^two-storey ' 

terrace buildings with a separate two or three-roomed dwelling on each 
floor and often with sanitary conveniences in the back yard. There are 
TO.OOO such houses on north Tyneside alone, many of them packed , 

at 48 dwellings to the acre, and few of them are anywhere near an open space i 

or park. In 1951 nearly one-third of the 260,000 dwellings on Tyneside had I 

three rooms or less, and the same proportion were rated at less than £13. | 

42 per cent, had no fixed bath and 19 per cent, had no separate use of a 
water closet. 
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14. Much private development has taken place in recent years in areas 
such as Gosforth and North Gosforth, Longbenton, Newburn. Tynemouth, 
Whitley Bay, Whickham, Boldon and South Shields and there are large 
municipal estates in peripheral areas such as Newburn, Longbenton, Felling, 
Jarrow and South Shields. There has also been redevelopment in the older 
parts of the area, notably in Jarrow, North Shields and Gateshead. 



The road system 



Commuiiicatioiis 



15. The focal point of Tyneside is the Tyne Bridge, opened in 1928, which 
carries the Great North Road across the river. The main industrial growth 
in the basic and heavy industries by the river has been followed by lateral 
roads on each bank which give reasonably good access from the bridgeheads 
in Newcastle and Gateshead. The Great North Road (Al) is not only the 
“strategic” line of communication with the midlands and south but also 
provides the main north-south axis of present day development in the area 
linking the Team Valley trading estate with the central areas of Gateshead 
and Newcastle and linking these areas with the new suburbs of Gosforth 
and the overspill housing sites at Longbenton and North Killingworth. 
The overspill development planned at Washington and at Cramlington (which 
lie outside the conurbation to the south and the north respectively) will also 
be served by this road. 



16. In addition to the Great North Road, ten other trunk and class 1 roads 
converge on the central bridges in Newcastle and Gateshead to provide 
access to the commercial and industrial core from all parts of Tyneside. 
The growing volume of motor trafiBc produces here, as in aU large urban 
centres, problems of traffic congestion and parking which call for new 
measures. A new road is planned to branch from the Al near Birtley, to 
by-pass much of Tyneside on the east and to carry traffic through the new 
Tyne tunnel between Jarrow and Wallsend ; the tiinnel is due for completion 
in 1966 or 1967. This road will redistribute traffic within Tyneside, relieve 
the central bridges and create a new link much farther down-stream. The 
tnorthem section of the tunnel approach road will pass to the north 
of the North Killingworth and Longbenton housing estates and will re-join 
the Great North Road at a podnt north of Newcastle racecourse. A 
western by-pass is also planned, to cross the Tyne by a new bridge at 
Scoitswood. 

River Crossings 

17. There are six road bridges and three railway bridges within the 
conurbation, none of them, however, farther east than Newcastle and 
Gateshead. River crossings below this point are by ferry or pedestrian 
tunnel, but the Tyne road tunnel already mentioned will greatly strengthen 
the links between the north and south banks in the eastern part of the 
area. 



Tyneside Towns 

18. Newcastle occupies a very special place in relation both to urban Tyneside 
and to the whole of the north-east region. Standing at the focus of communica- 
tions it is the unchallenged centre for business, shopping, higher education and 
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entertainment, first and most immediately for Tyneside but secondarily for 
a mucb wider area. It is inseparable from, and a unifying factor m, 
Tyneside to an extent which local government reorganisation must take 
fully into account. 

19. Gateshead is the southern bridgehead of the Tyne erodings and the 
second largest town in County Durham. The town is primarily a centre of 
heavy engineering industry hut, following the de^ession of the nineteen- 
thirties when 36 per cent, of the working population was unemployed, the 
Team VaUey trading estate was established and now employs 14,000 workers 
in a wide range of light and medium industry, Gateshead’s history has been 
one of constant rivalry with its more powerful north-bank neighbour. 

20. Of the county boroughs on Tyneside, South Shields is furthest from and 
least affected by the dominant position of Newcastle ; even so, much of the 
history of the town is one of opposition to Newcastle’s claim to exclusive 
rights over the navigable river. The town lies at the extreme east of 
south Tyneside and is important as a port, as a centre of ship repairing 
and coal mining, as a local shopping centre and as a residential area. 
It is linked to Newcastle by frequent train and bus services and many of 
its people work in the more central areas of Tyneside. 

21. Tynemouth is the smallest and most recent of the existing county 
boroughs on Tyneside. The original settlement grew round the priory 
and castle commanding the entrance to the Tyne and is now a residential 
area and seaside resort. The seaport of North Shields developed during 
the nineteenth century as a fishing and ship repairing centre. Culler- 
coats, once a small seaside hamlet, has grown recently as a dormitory 
and coastal suburb. These three areas make up the county borough. 
The relatively late growth of industry and trade in Tynemouth was due 
in part to the strong opposition of Newcastle in times past to the estab- 
lishment of port and market facilities there. 

22. Other parts of Tyneside too have their special features and their 
history. The name of Wallsend speaks for itself, and the venerable past 
of Jarrow still has its monuments there ; both are busy areas of mixed 
industrial and residential use. Whitley Bay is best known as a holiday 
resort, but here also increasiug numbers of people who work in the more 
central areas of Tyneside are coming to live. These and other once 
separate settlements are now, for the most part, no longer separate for 
any purpose except local government ; for all other purposes, industrial, 
commercial, social, they are fully exposed to the common problems and 
infinenoes of Tyneside, its traffic, its land needs, its good or bad times 
in employment 

The Setting of Tyneside 

23. Agricultural and mining country lies north and south of Tyneside, and 
the Northumberland and Durham county councils have sought tO' establish 
a green belt around it, except towards the south-west. So far, the 
Minister has approved only the north-west sector which lies north of 
Tyneside and west of the A 1. Further north and south the contrast grows 
more marked between the Northumberland hinterland, very sparsely popu- 
lated except towards the coast, and Durham where the agricultural country- 
side is dotted with mining settlements. 

8 
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The Tynesiders 



24. It is much more dilEcult to describe a community than to describe 
its physical setting, yet one word must be said about the inhabitants of 
Tyneside. The Geordies form as distinctive a group as can be found 
anywhere in Britain. Their characteristic speech and independent spirit— 
Blaydon Races and Newcastle United — ^things of this kind belong peculiarly 
to the people of Tyneside and mark them off not only from the people 
cff distant parts of England but also from their neighbours, the miners 
and farmers of Durham and Northumberland. 

Local Goyenunent Background 

25. The special review area as extended by Ministerial Order during the 
review contains 16 entire local government areas, ranging in population 
from 267,000 in Newcastle to 14,000 in Ryton, and small parts of four 
other districts. (See Figure 2.) 




(the extended special review area is unshaded) 



26. Three of the four oouuly boroughs in the special review area — ■ 
Newcastle, Gateshead and South Shields — ^were among the original county 
boroughs created by the Local Government Act 1888 and the fourth — 
Tynemouth — ^was created in 1904. In Durham, Jarrow had become a 
borough in 1875 ; Blaydon, Felling, Hebburn, Ryton and Whickham were 
made urban districts under the Local Government Act 1894. In Northum- 
berland, Wallsend (which became a borough in 1901), Gosforth and New- 
bum were all made urban districts tmder the 1894 Act. Whitley Bay, 

9 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



which received its charter of incorporation in 1954, had been made an 
urban district (Whitley Bay and Monkseaton) in 1894, and Longbenton 
urban district in its present form dates from 1935. 

27. The pattern of local government on Tyneside has thus changed 
remarkably little during the last half century although for many years 
now it has been treated as a problem child of local government and has 
been the subject of several inquiries. In 1934 when the Government 
appointed commissioners to investigate conditions in areas of abnormally 
high unemployment. Cap! Euan Wallace, the commissioner for County 
Durham and Tyneside reported(i) that there was a strong prima facie 
case for the unification of local government areas on Tyneside ; he 
regarded “ Tyneside ” as comprising the four county boroughs, the boroughs 
of Jaxrow and Wallsend, and :the urban districts of Blaydon, Felling, 
Gosforth, Hebhum, Longbenton, Newbum and Whickham. 

The Royal Commission of 1935 

28. Arising out of this report, a Royal Commission was appointed in 
1935 “to examine the system of local government norl and south of the 
River Tyne from the sea to the boundary of Castle Ward and Hexham 
rural districts and to the western boundary of county Durham, with a 
view to recommending any changes that might be necessary to secure 
greater economy and efficiency.” Northern and southern boundaries were 
not specified but the Commission directed their investigations primarily 
to the riverside authorities together with Gosforth and Whitley Bay. 
They published a majority and minority report in 1937(*). 

29. The majority report concluded that many local government services 
needed to be administered over a much wider area and recommended the 
creation of a Northumberland Regional Council to cover toe whole 
administrative county of Northumberland, together with toe urbanised 
areas on both banks of the Tyne. This new authority should be respon- 
sible for medical (including mental health) services, public assistance, 
police, fire, education and highways. The four county boroughs, with 
Wallsend, Gosforto, Newbum, and Whitley Bay on the one hand and 
Jaxrow, Hebburn and Felling with parts of toe Whickham, Blaydon and 
Ryton districts on toe other should be united in a single new municipal 
borough charged with minor local functions. It was this report that 
expressed toe view that the Tyne was not so much a barrier as a spmal 
cord from which the social and industrial life of a wide area radiates ” — 
a view that occasioned mudh discussion when we quoted it in our statement 
of draft proposals. 

30 The minority report suggested retaining South Shields land Tynemouth 
as county boroughs and creating a new county borough from Newcastle, 
Gateshead, Wallsend. Jarrow, Gosforth, Hebburn, Felling and Newburn. It 
recommended that coordination of services for toe area should be achieved 
by a system of joint boards. 

1 Reports of Investigations into Industrial Conditions in Certain Depressed J^Areas. 

Ministry of Labour, 1934. Cmd. 4728. . , _ -j » 

2 Report of the Royal Commission on Local Government in the Tyneside Area. 

H.M.S.O. 1937. Cmd. 5402. 
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31. These reports were discussed by Uie Mmisteir with the local authorities 
but oio further action was taken. 

The Local Government Boundary Commission of 1945 

32. The Local Govemment Boundary Commission, sat up under the Act 
of 1945, considered Tyneside in their 1947 Report. They defined the area 
as consisting of the four county boroughs, the boroughs of Jarrow and 
WaUsend and the urban dlistnicts of Blaydon, Felling, Hebbum, Nowbum, 
Ryton and Whickham. They did mot favour the inciuskm of all urban 
Tyneside in Northumberland. They also rejected the idea of treaitimg 
Tyneside as a separate local government antiity, on the ground that it was 
too large for single-tier iadministration -and would provide toO' few second- 
tier units in a two-tiec system. They suggested that Newcastle should 
become a “ single-tier county ” and that the rest of the north hank (including 
Tynemouth, which would become a “ most-purpose ” authority) should be 
part of the “ two4ier county ” of Northumberland. Similarly, Gateshead 
and South Shields should become “ most-purpose ” authorities in Durham. 
This recommeudation was not carried ■into effect, the Oommiission being 
wound up in 1949. 

33. Thus throughout a long .period the reorganisation of local government 
in Tyneside has been considered necessary and successive bodies have 
recommended changes ; but mo reorganisation has in fact taken plaice. 
Meanwhite .development has gone steadily on and has made the urban area 
more extensive, oomtinuous and closely knit. Local authority functions have 
from time to time been re-assigned under the general law, and the present 
distribution of some of the main functioMs with which we have been con- 
cemed will be most easily .grasped by reference to Map C in the folder. 
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CHAPTER 2 



Our Draft Proposals 

34. Am&iig tlie questions we asked local authorities in our questiomnaire 
were the following: — 

“ Do you consider the present local government arrangements in the special review 
area as a whole to be satisfactory? If so. what are your reasons for this vnew? If not 
what do you consider to be the important local government problems needing attention 
in tile area as a whole? ” 

“ Would local government functions in the special review area be discharged better by 
a smaller number of authorities and, if so, what functions? How far is the discharge of 
any function hampered by lack of unified or co-ordinated exercise of that function oyer 
the special re^dew area as a whole and how in your view could the problem of unification 
or co-ordination best be achieved? ” 

The written answers to these questions in particular and the tahs we had 
with the authorities and others helped us to diagnose the problems facing 
Tyneside and to detennine how well the existing local goveimneot 
stmoture was able to meet them. We were then able to consider whather 
any of the other forms of local government organisation we were empowered 
to propose would be likely to be more successful. Our views on these ques- 
tions were included in our statemeiat of draft proposals, which is reproduced 
as Appendix 5 to this report ; here we summarise briefly our conclusions 
about the problems and meeds of Tyneside and the proposals to which they 
led us. 

35. We found that the Tyneside authorities were handicapped in two ways 
by the exiting local government structure. In the first place, a number 
of the authorities had (not the strength m population or financial resources 
to enable them to deal really effectively with some of ilheir problems, par- 
ticularly the big tasks of renewing land improving the whole urban euviron- 
menit, includiing housing. We ware not conoeimed with “ size for the sake 
of size” but with what would 'be most effective land convenient in the 
circumstances of Tyneside. Our view that greater strength was needied was 
supported by the fact that most authorities suggested chiamges involving 
substantial increases in area and population. We mention these suggestions 
in paragraph 5 of the draft proposals (Appendix 5). 

36. AM the smaller authorities-m;ameIy toe district oounoils— can of course 
rely on Noctoumberland and Durham who maintain county services lof high 
standards. But this strfl leaves the problems of housing (iuoluding slum 
clearance) and other 'services for which toe districts are responsible— .prob- 
lems made more difficult 'by the shortage of building land within the urban 
area. 

37. There was a second handicap, as it seemed to us, under which the 
Tjmeside authorities were laboiuring, irrespective of their individual 
strength ; this was the inteirlocking nature of certain problems over toe 
whole of the urban Tyneside, for instance, problems of town planning, including 
planning for industry ; housing and overspill ; com'munications ; sewage 
disposal. The common factor among all these is the extent to which action 
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taken — or aotioin needed but not taken — in one laiea can have effects beyond 
the boundaries of that area and extending to alher parts of the conurbation. 

38. To some extent this happens everywhere, and adjoiiniinig authorities 
meet it by consulting or cooperating with each other. But when the 
adjainiog authorities form a densely developed and intensely active urban 
mass it becomes a question whether consultation and cooperation are 
enough. There comes a stage when it is hardly realistic to talk of such 
authorities each having their own problems ; itt becomes more and more 
obvious that the problems are problems of the area as a whole iand cam no 
more be viewed in isolation than can the limbs of a living organism. We 
came to the provisional conclusion, as may be seen fa our draft proposals, 
that ithis stage had been reached in Tyneside. The metaphor we have 
used was more apt there faan it would have been fa the West Midlands. 
Newcastle is the nerve centre of Tynesiide fa a way that Birmiingham Ss not 
the nerve centre of the West Midlands. However, it was not just on this 
analogy that we came to our conclusion: it was because traffic was 
pouring across the Tyne bridges in an ever-increasing stream and we did 
not believe that the necessary highway works and traffic controls could best 
be devised by separate authorities ; it was because great housing needs seemed 
to be in prospect for years ahead and we did not think that these could be 
fully met in the particuiar districts where they arose ; it was because the 
separate authorities seemed to be having the greatest difficulty in dealing 
with the pollution of the Tyne by crude sewage ; it was because industrial 
growth and a fitting civic background are so important and we did not think 
that competitive action by separate authorities was the best way to promote 
them. 

39. The facts about these problems and services seemed to us to be of the 
utmost importance for Tyneside and its people ; but these are not the only 
matters for which local auffiorities are responsible. We also found that there 
were many local government services in which action taken in one part of 
Tyneside would not have such wide repercussions ; the problems were more 
localised and did not need to be viewed as problems of the whole urban 
area. 

40. It was against general conclusions of this kind about the character and 
problems of Tyneside that we reviewed the main possible forms of local 
government organisation — a single county borough for the whole area, a 

. “ mid-Tyne ” county borough, a division of the area into four or five county 
boroughs, a two-tier system imder Northumberland and Durham county 
councils, and lastly a continuous county, with a small number of strong 
second-tier authorities. Paragraphs 23 to 28 of our draft proposals discussed 
these possibilities. We concluded that only the last of them would meet the 
case. It alone would make one authority consisting wholly of Tynesiders 
responsible for the “ interlocking” problems affecting the whole of Tyneside, 
and at the same time give important responsibilities to smaller but yet strong 
and effective authorities. All the other solutions seemed to fail short of one 
or other of these aims— they either did not do justice to the unity of Tyne- 
side, or they treated it as a unity for all purposes without distinction. 

41. The functions we proposed to give to the “ Tyneside County Council ” 
were those concerned with the problems of the area as a whole, as already 
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discussed. We also thought that the county council should be the authority 
for police, fire, ambulance services, civil defence and airport purposes. All 
other services inoluding education, health, welfare and children’s services 
should be in the hands of the second-tier authorities. These authorities would 
thus be “ most-purpose ” authorities having full responsibility for a number 
of most important services which are either not given at all, or are only given 
by delegation, to second-tier authorities in ordinary administrative counties 

42. The main constituents of the areas which we proposed for these Tyne- 
side boroughs were as follows : — 

(1) Newcastle, Newbum, Gosforth; (population 330,000) 

(2) Tynemouth, Whitley Bay, Wallsend and part 

of Lcmgbenton ; (population 191,000) 

(3) South Shields, Jairow, Hebbum and Boldon ; (population 186 000) 

(4) Gateshead, FeHing and parts of Blaydon, 

Ryton and Whickham; (population 191,000) 

These together with' small parts of some adjoining districts would make up 
the area of the Tyneside county as illustrated in Figure 3, ^ 
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Fig. 3 Draft proposals for Tyneside: proposed new Tyneside county 

1. Proposed Tyneside borough including Newcastle upon Tyne 

2. Proposed Tyneside borough including Tynemouth 

3. Proposed Tyneside borough including South Shields 

4. Proposed Tyneside borough including Gateshead 



CHAPTER 3 

Reactions to the Draft Proposals 

43. When our draft proposals were published the local authorities and others 
interested took a fresh look at the problem. Some of them agreed that a 
continuous county was the right form of local government for Tyneside ; 
others suggested different systems. No authority, however, now argued for a 
continuation of the mixture of one-tier and two-tier government, and we 
were impressed by the amount of fresh thinking that had taken place since 
the original submissions were made. 

44. Jarrow agreed unreservedly with our proposals, and Wallsend accepted 
them with the reservation that education should be a county function. (We 
discuss this at paragraphs 169 and 170 of Chapter 7.) Gosforth accepted the 
idea of a continuous county, but wanted education to be a coimty function 
and the second-tier units to be of more even size. Blaydon, who had similar 
views about education, suggested a fifth second-tier unit. Whickham agreed 
with us except that they wished the whole of their district to come within 
the continuous county. (We discuss these points in Chapter 8.) Some 
interested bodies also agreed with our proposals. 

45. Boldon and Castle Ward were mainly concerned to argue that their 
districts should be excluded from any Tyneside authority’s area, althou^ 
Castle Ward conceded that a small part of their area should go to Newcastle. 

46. Three main counter-proposals were put forward by the opponents of our 
scheme. The first was a two-county scheme (illustrated in Figure 4) dividing 
Tyneside between the administrative counties of Northumberland amd 
Durham. This was championed by Northumberland and Durham, with the 
support of the urban district councils of Felling, Longbenton, Newbum and 
Ryton, together with those of Seaton Valley amd Washington and the rural 
district council of Chester-le-Street — areas only slightly affected by our pro- 
posals. This scheme was also supported by Whitley Bay (with the reservation 
that Newcastle should remain a county borough) and by some interested 
bodies. The second scheme divided Tyneside among four county borou^. 
This was put forward by Gateshead. Tynemouth and South Shields, amd 
supported by Hebbum and some interested bodies inoluding the Tyneside 
Jumior Chamber of Commerce who sent us a detailed amd thoughtful contri- 
bution to the discussion. The third scheme, put forward by Newcastle, was 
for a single county borough covering the whole of Tyneside. 

47. The Northern Architectural Association suggested a regional structure 
with one continuous county for the north-east or alternatively one such 
county for Northumberland and northern Durham and another for the 
remainder of Durham and the northern part of the North Riding. The 
Northumberland and Newcastle Society ^so expressed sympathy for a regional 
form of organisation. Other interested bodies were mainly concerned with 
special aspects of the problem under discussion. 
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48. The three main counter-proposals and other comments and suggestions 
were put forward in writing and later discussed at the conference in Newcastle 
along with our draft proposals. We now set out briefly the main reasons for 
each of them as expounded both in writing and orally, together with our 
further reflexions. 




NORTHUMBERLAND 

1. Area including Newcastle upon Tyne C.B. 

2. Area including Tynemouth C.B. 

DURHAM 

3. Area amalgamating Blaydon U.D., Ryton U.D. and Whickham U.D. 

4. Area of Gateshead C.B. 

5. Area amalgamating Jarrow M.B., Felling U.D. and Hebburn U.D. 

6. Area of South Shields C.B. 

7. Boldon U.D. to be excluded from the special review area 

The Two-County Scheme 

49. Northumberland and Durham county councils were themselves in favour 
cf a two-tier system, but one in which the first-tier would, instead 
of a single Tyneside County Council, consist of two authorities — on the one 
side Northumberland, to include all the north Tyneside areas, and on the 
other Durham, to include all the south Tyneside areas. 

50. Northumberland considered that it would be unreasonable to reduce the 
existing county boroughs, particularly Newcastle, to ordinary county districts 
but suggested that on the north bank there should be two “ most-purpose ” 
authorities in the second tier, similar in area to those proposed by us and with 
the same functions except education. This reduction in the status of the 
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county boroughs they had always considered to be the key to any really 
worthwhile change but they had felt that it was for the Commission to take 
the first step in proposing it. 

51. Durham put forward alternative suggestions about the second-tier 
authorities on the south bank of the Tyne. T?he first was two “most- 
purpose” authorities much as we had suggested except that boundaries 
would be drawn more tightly to exclude “ green belt ” areas, and responsi- 
bility for education would be delegated by the county rather than conferred 
direct on the second-tier authorities. The second was that Gateshead and 
South Shields should become ordinary boroughs in the cotmty and that two 
other county districts should be created in the Durham part of the special 
review area, one formed from Ryton, Blaydon and Whickham, the other 
from Felling, Hebbum and Jarrow ; these four county districts would have 
the delegation of powers available to areas of over 60,000 population. 

52. The grounds adduced for this scheme may be summarised as follows : — 

(a) The links between north Tyneside and Northumberland on the one 
hand and between south Tyneside and Durham on the other were 
more important than those between north Tyneside and south 
Tyneside. 

(b) The Tyne formed a clear, historic and acceptable boundary for 
Northumberland and Durham, whereas there were no obvious 
boundaries for a Tyneside county. 

(c) To set up a Tyneside county would be a speculative and costly 
enterprise. 

(d) It would damage the existing counties by withdrawing a large 
part of their population and resources. 

(e) It was unnecessary, since the required cooperation on matters 
such as highways, river crossings and sewage disposal, could quite 
well be achieved by the two county councils either informally or as 
constituents of joint boards. 

(f) Three county councils would find it harder to cooperate than two. 

(g) The creation of a Tyneside county would cut across some of the 
wider aspects of planning. For instance. Cramlington m Northumber- 
land and Washington in Durham, both places outside the special 
review area, were intended not only to serve as reception areas 
to relieve congestion inside the area but also to fulfil other important 
planning purposes in the two counties. In planning for industry, 
the north-east ought to be considered as a whole, as was being done 
by the North East Development Council. The influence of New- 
castle too was regional, extending far into the two counties and even 
beyond. The two-county scheme would best reflect these regional 
aspects, without departing radically from the existing pattern of 
local government. 

The Four County-Borough Scheme 

53. This scheme would divide Tyneside into four county boroughs with 
more or less the areas of the boroughs suggested in our draft proposals 
(Figure 3). The grounds adduced for it were briefly as follows: — 

(a) Tyneside was naturally divided into four boroughs not only by 
the physical barrier of the Tyne, but also by a vigorous and 
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jealous sentiment of local independence and local loyalty. Dissen- 
sion between Newcastle and Gateshead and between Newcastle 
and Tynemouth had a very long history. 

(6) No county council containing such elements could work smoothly, 
■whereas a division into four units, each having as its nucleus an 
existing experienced and efficient county borough, would enable 
each authority to harness the local loyalties of the commuruty. 

(c) A single authority for the whole area would be cumbrous and 
uneconomic, for most problems could be solved by each of the 
four authorities on their own, and those authorities would cooperate 
where this was plainly demanded by experience and public opinion. 
This was shewn by the fact that they had together work^ out 
priorities for road works, and had agreed to finance investigation 
by consultants into the question of the pollution of the river, at a 
cost of £57,000. 

(d) Two-tier a dmini stration was unsuitable for such a highly urbanised 
area as Tyneside, each part of which required an all-purpose 
authority. Two-tier administration with the delegation involved 
resulted in delay, duplication, irritation, disagreement and excessive 
cost. 

(e) Each of the four county boroughs could be given enough land for 
its own housing needs. 

(f) The pl annin g of the whole area had already been done and had 
indeed been half carried into effect. 

(g) The traffic problems were the simple ones of pro-viding for people 
who wanted to cross the river and people who wanted to travel east 
and west on either side of the river. These problems were being 
solved. 



The Single County Borough Scheme 

54. The grounds adduced for this scheme for one county borough covexmg 
the whole of Tyneside were briefly as follows : — 

(a) Tyneside was a physical unity; it was a river community with 
common problems ; its economic prosperity was indivisible. 

(b) It had also a traditional unity -with a common heritage. 

(c) It was a unity with a centre (in Newcastle) for offices, shopping, 
entertainment and hi^er education. 

((f) The establishment of a sin^e authority would secure uniform 
action on matters common to the whole area; and would facilitate 
coordination of all local services. This was essential in the case 
of sewage disposal, clean air, slum clearance, urban renewal and 
road communications. 

(e) It would avoid the delegation associated with two-tier government, 
which invariably resulted in divided responsibility and financial 
control, frustration for the second-tier authority and delay for 
everybody concerned. 
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(/) Such au authority would have the maximum financial strength, and 
the burden of administering the whole area would be equally 
distributed. It was only fair that the benefits of the rateable 
value of Newcastle should be shared with >the whole area of which 
it was the centre. 

(g) There would be economy in councils, offices and ofificials. 

(A) The examples of Birmingham and Glasgow showed that an authority 
for all Tyneside would not necessarily by reason of its size become 
formal and unfriendly in the administration of services. Newcastle’s 
own administration shewed that it was on guard against any such 
tendencies. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Our Comments on the Other Schemes 

The Two-County Scheme 

55 General pattern of local government. Both counties recognised that the 
solution o£ Tyneside’s problems must not depart rascally from the general 
principles of local government. “What one has to do as the Durham 
spokeLan said “is to find a solution which stays withm loca government 
as we know it, and yet wiU provide all the answers . That is true and 
it is out first difficulty in accepting the two-county scheme. Even if we 
agreed that the areas on each bank of the Tyne w»e more closely Imked | 
to their county hinterlands than to each other, this difficulty would remanu I 
If it had been the intention of Parliament that areas of the size and 
character of the proposed “Tyneside boroughs” could be made most- 
purpose authorities within ordinary administrative counties it would have been 
simple for the Act to say so. (And in that case it is not clear why 
Sunderland and all other county boroughs of whatever size could not just 
as appropriately be made most-purpose authorities within the counties.) 
The Act confines the “ continuous county ” and the power to redistribute 
functions to special review areas, and it includes only conurbations m its 
schedule of special review areas ; all this would have been pomtkss if 
these possibilities were to be open for consideration in the very different 
circumstances of counties like Northumberland and Durham(i). 

56. We have some doubt whether 'the two-county scheme could be accom- 
plished without further legislation, but we have not pursued the legal 
question because it seems to us ^that it would in any case have involved 
a departure from the whole basis on which our reviews are conducted. 

57. The unity of Tyneside. But the county councils urged us to consider 
their scheme primarily bn merits, and we therefore turn to this aspert. 
The first difficulty here is that we cannot accept the argument that the 
two parts of Tyneside north and south of the river are more closely linked 
with their geographical counties than with each other. The whole question 
is one of degree, as indeed die counties themselves recognised. There are 
linV.t: between urban Tyneside and the counties, and we agree that to 
some extent the Tyne is at present a barrier between places on its banks, 
particularly below the bridges. But we think that the links between the 
various parts of urban Tyneside are on the whole of much greater signifi- 
cance for local government purposes than the links with the counties , 
and we do not think that the Tyne prevents this from being so. 

58. It is indeed difficult for anyone standing on Tyne Bridge during the 
busier hours to understand how anyone could question the close inter- 
relation of the two sides of the river. Equally it is fair to say that anyone 
looking across the river from a position in Tynemouth or South Shields 

1 This point was made in debates on the Local Government Bill e.g. by the Lord Chancellor 
(House of Lords Official Report 24th June, 1958, cols. 120 and 121). 
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would leceive a very different impression. But from heie, too, cme sees 
the river full of shipping, flanked by similar industry along both sides 
and crossed by ferries ; the river is vital to the prosperity and working 
life of the communities on both banks ; and there is surely something 
superficial, and even repugnant to common sense, in arguing that because 
it is a barrier to the continuity of bricks and mortar, the Tyne is equally 
a barrier to the real unity in the life of these riverside communities. 

59. Some figures put in by Newcastle are significant. A traffic survey 
taken by the city in a twelve-hour period in 1960 showed that 38-7 per cent, 
of the cross-river traffic had its origin and destination within Newcastle 
and Gateshead. Through traffic on the other hand (i.e. traffic from south 
of Low Feu to north of Gosforth) accounted for only 2-2 per cent, of the 
whole. There are 5,300 scheduled bus journeys across the river each day 
and 1,670 of these are run by the Newcastle and Gateshead undertakings 
under a joint arrangement. Newcastle estimate that every day there are 
at least 200,000 crossings of the river by people going into or out of the 
city, whether for work, shopping or other purposes. 

60. The figures of traffic farther downstream lead us to believe that when 
the Tyne tunnel is built more people will cross. For instance a census 
taken on a day in 1962 shewed that 5,000 people and over 1,000 cyclists 
used the Tyne pilot tunnel between Jarrow and Howden ; the ferry at 
this point carries about 1,000 vehicles per day, i.e., about full capacity. 
The Tynemouth/South Shields ferry carries over 6,000 pedestrians and 1,000 
vehicles a day. 

61. Jonmey to work figures are only available for 1921 and 1951 and 
they give only part of -the picture, but it is a useful part because their 
volume and pattern can be compared objectively with those for other 
places. The 1951 figures shew over 400,000 workers living on Tyneside. 
Because the river is a common element in Tyneside’s occupation and 
industries of -a similar nature s-pread along each of its hanks, most of 
these workers were employed in industry or in the supporting service 
ixad-es in -their home districts. In fact only a ;third travelled into a 
different district to work. -Mos-t -of the daily travel, involving 69,000 
workers, was between districts on- the same side of the river ; nevertheless 
more than 10 per cent of all workers living on Tyneside — oyei 40,000 
in all — crossed the river to and from -their work. The main movement 
was from the south to the north bank : indeed, -of the 55,000 w-orkers 
living on the south bank not employed in their “ home ” district, more 
crossed the Tyne to work -than were employed elsewhere along the south 
bank. The total oross-river movement in 1951 was 30 per cent more 
than in 1921 and there are no reasons t-o -suppose that the upward trend 
has ceased since 1951. 

62. The pattern of m-ovement in 1951 is illustrated in Map D accompany- 
ing this report, which shews a substantial exchange of workers across the 
ferries between Tynemouth and South Shields, a strong flow from north 
Tyneside to work in Gateshead (a flow which must have increased with 
the expansion of employm-ent in the Team Valley estate) and, -especially, 
the domma-nce of Newcastle in attracting w-orkers from every corner of 
Tyneside. 
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63 It was argued at the conference that these figwes shew the Tyne as 
a barrier, and that the figures of travel along the banks are m aggregate 
greater than the figures of travel across the met. We agree on 
mints, but they do not weaken our case. The Tyne zs a barrrer ; but 
r k one surmounted by 40.000 people every day, not conn mg te 

Lge numbers who cross for reasons other w^k Travel along the 
banks is greater in volume than travel across ; but this does nothmg to 
S^ove th"of the area. The plain facts are that of the 400,000 
wOTkers living on Tyneside in 1951, 110,000 travelled to work from one 
SLict to another within Tyneside. Only 19.000 ttavelled to places out- 
side Tyneside. This clearly supports our view that Tyneside has a unity 
as a place of work. 

64 We also accept without 'dif&culty the statement that there is far less 
direct connexion between areas dowmstream from the bridges than betwe« 
areas Unked by the bridges. These latter areas m onr view are very closely 
linked and there are also close links between the urban areas on the 
same bank of the river. OveraU. there is a sttong link between eaA 
area in the special review area and Newcastle ; the ^uence of Newcastle 
certainly extends outside the special review area but it operates most ume- 
diately within it, and here it is a unifying force. Looking ^ all these 
links together, and also at some of the more unpondetable factors 
described in Chapter 1. we have no hesitation m. saying that the various 
parts of the special review ^ea have on ithe whole a far closer inter- 
relation with each other than either bank has with the remamder of its 
geographical county. 



65 That being so, and the general pattern of local government being 
what it is. we cannot accept the ;two-oounty scheme. It rests on assuinp- 
tions we cannot make and premises we cannot regard as valid. We think 
too that there would be difficulties and inadequacies in toe organisation 
of some services under the two-county scheme, and these we now deal 
with. 



Housing 

66. Housing (closely connected with toe urgent problem of slum clearance) 
is toe first of toese sarvices, and during toe course of our review we have 
become increasingly aware of the importance of Tyneside s housing 
problems. No form of local government can of itself solve these problems, 
but we have come to realise what a large part the form of Icteal govern- 
ment can play in making them easier or harder to solve ; this is especially 
so where toe need for replacing old and inadequate houses and for meeting 
new needs will produce am overspill ”, i.e., a need to build outside 
existing boundaries. 

67. The counties argued that because under their scheme they would 
be toe planning authorities for both toe congested areas and the receiving 
areas on each side, aU would go smoothly. This view assrunes first of 
all — as was indeed stated by Northumberland — “that there is no need 
for the plaiming autotrities on one bank to visualise toe provision of 
houses for people living on the otoer ”. When 40,000 people cross the 
river every day from home to work, we find this statement surprising. 
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We think that some -of them might prefer to live on the same side of the 
river as they work, particularly if fte Tyne is a “ barrier ” as the ootmties 
say. 

68. Moreover, the county argument, in emphasising the planning aspect, 
does less than justice to the housing aspect. In Northumberland there 
would be two “ exporting ” bousing authorities and in Durham either 
two or four, under the altemative county schemes. There would also 
be the housing authority for the receiving area in each county. ' Thus 
overspill schemes from Tyneside would he the concern of three housing 
authorities and one planning authority on the Northumberland side and 
of three or five housing authorities and .one planning authority on the 
Durham side. 

69. In our draft proposals we emphasised the advantage of having a 
single authority — Tyneside County Council-^for the whole exporting area. 
We would now go a step further and lay emphasis on the advantage of 
having an authority which has within its area not only the whole of the 
Tyneside housing problems, but also enough room to provide a large 
part of their solution. OverspiU schemes in which too, three or more 
authorities are concerned have been carried into effect in various places, 
but they have succeeded in spite of, not because of, the multiplicity of 
authorities. 

70. One authority would be incomparably more effective for this purpose : 
it would bring to its building programme .the incentive of building for 
its own people ; it would apply consistent standards to questions of housing 
needs, density, etc., throughout its area ; with a large and steady volume 
of work it would be able to make use of standardisation, programme- 
planning and production techniques giving speed and economy. Moreover 
it would not have to apply the narrow residence qualifications which at 
present make it difficult for a person to be accepted on the waiting list of 
any authority unless he has already been living for some time in that 
district of Tyneside ; the county would be able to put any Tynesider on their 
waiting list for rehousing in the most convenient place that circumstances 
would permit 

71. In BO far as the Tyneside County Council could not meet its housing 
ineeds within its own area, it would be able to speak with one voice in 
negotiating and contributing towards overspill schemes outside. 

72. We cannot see that the two-county scheme would lead to anything like 
so effective an organisation for housing. 

Town planning, highways and traffic 

73. We deal with these topics together because they are closely inter-related. 
It was illuminating to us to hear them discussed at the conference. Both 
counties agreed that they would have to cooperate about river crossings 
but they seemed to take it for granted that river crossings were the only 
communications problem requiring cooperation. 

74. But it seems to us that oommunications must depend both in volume 
and pattern on the volume and pattern of development throughout the urban 
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,r,ri the two should therefore be planned together. Conversely new 
SmnZications themselves give rise to new development When the new 
T™” tunnel is completed the demand for land for industry commerce 
Chousing is likely to rise in an area at each end of it, and development 

will follow. 

7S The nroblem of river crossings is thus a pointer to the necessity for 
tategrating the plarming of all major developments on the two sides of the 
rivef The counties have argued that the planning of the north and south 
banks should be integrated with their respective .county hinterlands ; we 
think it is even more important that they should be integrated with each 



other. 

76 There are other pointers to the same conclusion. The development of 
the trading estates, seaside amenities, technical colleges, new places of 
entertainment and so on affect not only the flow of people but the build-up 
of ancillary business and services (and their rateable value) in various parts 
of the urban area ; aU development for employment purposes raises questions 
of the amount and location of housing, with its own ancillary development. 
And the effects are on the whole much greater within the limits of the urban 
area than beyond it. This planning has not all been “already done”: 
unless Tyneside is to stagnate, great changes and much renewal will take 
place in it for an indefinite time ahead, and the sort of problems we have 
sketched will continue to arise. This is why we think Tyneside needs an 
authority which will plan it as a whole, not ju.st in the sense of fitting 
together two parts at the edges, but in the sense of applying a single 
consistent judgment to the planning problems throughout the area both now 
and in the future. 



77. Whatever local government units are proposed, it is usually possible for 
the critic to point out that roads run across the boundaries ; this happens 
on Tyneside and there is no doubt that under any scheme authorities must 
collaborate. But we think that in the more or less solidly developed areas 
on Tyneside there is a highway problem which could most conveniently be : 
handled as an entity. This area, it has been said, contains something less : 
than 300 miles of classified road, and it was suggested that this does not 
provide a worthwhile function for a highway department. But this mileage ■ 
of classified road is greater than that in Birmingham, Manchester or Liverpool. 
The highway departments there have also, of course, to deal with a large 
mileage of unclassified roads and streets, and with maintenance, which we : 
suggested assigning to the boroughs on Tyneside. But it is not a large j 
quantity of less important work which gives a worthwhile job to a big 
authority’s chief engineer: this indeed is more likely to make him just a 
manager. What he needs is a worthwhile quantity of important work. The 
Tyneside county highway engineer would have a clear and highly important 
job to do. though, with a comparatively small staff, namely the planning, 
design and oversight of contracts tor all the most important new highway 
schemes and improvement works on Tyneside — a job which would compare 
favourably with the major responsibilities of any county borough engineer. 
He would also be responsible for traffic management which, it will probably 
be agreed, is more a problem of the conurbation than of each bank within its 
geographical county. 
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Planning for industry 

78. The county view was that planning for industry was a regional matter 
and could therefore best be done by Northumberland and Durham, and by 
the North East Development Council which they support. This view implies 
that there is a rSle for the Development Council and a complementary 
role for the locaf planning authority, and with this we agree. It 
also implies that although planning for industry may be regional, the local 
planning authorities are bound to be less than regional: again we agree. 
But thirdly it implies that the greatest industrial centre in the north-east 
region should have no local planning authority of its own to plan for its 
industrial future. We feel that it is scarcely necessary to do more than draw 
attention to this implication. Whatever may be said about other problems, 
surely from the industrial point of view Tyneside is a place, and not just 
two half-places. 

79. There is perhaps a feeling that a Tyneside authority would be only 
too effective in planning for industry ; that it would attract all the industry 
to Tyneside and leave the rest of the region without its fair share. Such 
a feeling is understandable but we think that for two reasons it is not the 
best guide to what should be done. 

80. In the first place industrial prosperity is not a fixed quantity of inert 
material wbidh can be spread over one area or another. Raither, if there is 
prosperity in one place, ^e effects will spread to neighbouring areas, iand the 
big urban cenitres must always be the heart of a regton’s prosperity — or else 
the heant of dits industrial problems. In the second place, no local authority 
can do more than play a secondary role, important though this is. in these 
matters. The Board of Trade have by statute the moat important steering 
functions ; lamd it is their duty to take a balanced view O'f the north-east 
as a whole. 

Health, welfare and children’s services 

81. Under NoT'thtuniberliand’s scheme these functions would be performed 
autonomously by the enlarged Newcastle and Tynemouth ; under Durham’s 
scheme they would be performed either autonomously in Gateshead and 
South Shields and by delegation in the two other suggested districits, or 
by delegation in aE four areas. 

82. The only point we wish to make on Northumberland’s scheme ds that 
in these matters our proposals would oause no greater disruption of 
existing county services than their O'wn proposals would do. On Durham’s 
scheme we must point out how much less strong Gateshead and South 
Shields would be for the performance of diese services than the enlarged 
boroughs which we have proposed ; and we think it ds taking the frag- 
mentation of Tyneside beyond all plausibility to suggest that in adjoining 
urban areas on the south bank these services should be run (proceeding 
from west to east) by delegation — autonomously — by delegation again — 
and autonomously again. Durham recognised that it autonomy could not 
legally be conferred on Gateshead and South Shields under their scheme, 
they could Oiuly have delegated powers. It that were the arrangement, the 
four authiorities would, as we have said, be weaker than the two boroughs 
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Summary ™„riiciioiK ways in which the oounity scheme 
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character of its developmeot, feom .the aiaaB outsud it. 

84 The two-coiMty scheme seems to ns to fail th^efOTe. a^art r^ any 
dl^ tSThLld be realised nnder present legislation, first because 

f ^^mnch 

^S^^“Ty“eaide thirdly because of the complications “jd ^ak- 
Tin toe OTganisation of certain services to which we have referred. 



The Four County-Borough Scheme 



Tyneside divisions 

85 At the conference ithe upholders of this 'Scheme laid great empham not 
merely on .the Tyne .as a physical barrier, but also on the psychological 
divisiL between the exiting county boroughs Their arg^ert wm that 
M county council representing such' jealously widepeinldeiit and even 
antagonistic elements could function smoothly but on the otter hand, a 
diivision into four county borou'ghs would harness these local loyalties and 
make them work for Ithe .good of each area. 

86 The impression of these arguments was among the strongest left with 
us’by the conference at Newcastle. “In South Shields”, said one speaker, 
“we have a feeling of community ... we have pmde m it ... we have 
faith in it ” The Commission .accept this. But he went on to say that )ust 
as in a street the man in, house No. 1 can “ hate the gute of the man in 
No 4 ” so between communities if there is “ petnsonial, psychological, 
spiritual’ distrust or dislike . . . there is no unity. Unity ... is a 
wmdn'gness to work together ... a willingness, where there is a daff.erenM 
of opinion, to submerge to some extent yo.ur opinion in .the hope ttM fte 
other fellow will find it pos'sible to agree. I do not 'think ” (he said) you 
will have founid a great deal of unity in that sense .during the course of 
your examination. . . .” 

87. The Gateshead speaker enlivened the conference with some agreeable 
historical references to disputes between Gateshead and Newcastle over many 
centuries ; these belonged to the past, but coming to the present day he left 
ns in no doubt about the suspicions and antagonisms which still exist 

88. Tynemouth too spoke of antagonism and strife between Newcastle ^d 
Tynemouth over the centuries, and remarked that history and antagonism 
die .hard. 

89. But aU these authorities contended that in vital matters, where public 
opinion demanded that something requiring cooperation ‘should be done, 
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they did cooperate and would do so all the more easily if extended to cover 
the areas we proposed. 

90. We believe it is true that much feeling has long existed and stdl exists 
between the four county boroughs, sometimes talcing the form of a healthy 
independence of spirit, but often hardening into la jealousy and unwilling- 
ness to cooperate which have not been in the best interests of the urban area 
as a whole — that is to say, the best interests of its citizens. Possibly, as in 
other human affairs, the attitude of the smaller authorities to the larger has 
been the most cautious, and that of the closer neighbours — e.g. Gateshead 
and Newcastle — has been sharper than that of the more remote. 

91. Be that as it may, we feel more than ever convinced by what we heard at 
the conference that some stronger instrument of unity than either ad hoc 
arrangements or joint boards is necessary in certain fields where integration 
is importaiut to the well-being of Tyneside. We say “ certain fields ’’ because 
although a case can be made (and has been made by Newcastle) for dose 
integration in aU fields of local government throughout the area, experieinoe 
of local government as it works draws a broad distinction betweeu the fields 
where wider integration is vital and those where — given a strong local 
authority — ^integration over a wide area is less important than close and 
responsive administration. 

92. We are anxious to see the best thing done in both fields ; and what we 
heard at the Newcastle conference confirms us not only in our wish to see 
a stronger instrument of unity created for certain purposes, but also in our 
wish to give a legitimate and healthy outlet to the independent spirit of the 
separate parts of Tyneside where this can properly be done. 

93. We do not doubt that this spirit is stronger in the council chamber than 
in the street ; but letters from individuals have indicated to us that it is not 
entirely an attribute of councillors. We shall have more to say about this 
in later paragraphs but meanwhile we return to the matters in which we do 
not find the four county-borough scheme adequate. 

Housing 

94. It was admitted at the conference that more coordination was necessary 
in housing ; that it would be better in some cases if people could live nearer 
their work ; that the present authorities would have great diflBculty with 
their local applicants if they gave any housing priority to someone now 
resident in another area ; and more than one speaker told us that nine out 
of ten cases coming to a councillor were housing cases. Yet it was also 
averred that this need for coordination will be given attention “ as soon as 
the public wii accept that they need it.” But what sign is being awaited? 
Surely it is not public opinion that is unprepared. We recognise that it 
must be difficult for the separate authorities under the existing system, or any 
extension of the existing system, to coordinate measures to meet housing 
needs. But we came away from the conference convinced that this co- 
ordination must be secured and that for this purpose there must be, beside 
the borough authorities, a single authority with the duty of building to meet 
the need of any Tynesider with a housing problem, irrespective of present 
place of residence. We have given our views on how this would help in 
paragraphs 69-71. 
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Land for housing 

95. Gateshead, South Shields and Tynemouth assumed that in our draft 
proposals we had allotted each proposed borough enough land for its ^ 
housing needs. That is not so. It is part of our case that the needs must 

be ascertained for the whole urban area by an authority able to take a 
consistent view ; until that is done no one can know precisely how much 
land is needed. And land use is beset with many difficulties here mining 
subsidence, green belts and other things have to be considered. For these 
reasons we could not undertake to include enough suitable land in each 
borough, but we believed that a considerable part of the housing problems 
of Tyneside looked at as a whole could be solved within the proposed urban ; 
county. 

Planning 

96. In discussing the two-county scheme, we explained why in our view | 

Tyneside needs to be looked at as an organic whole if it is to have a fully [ 

adequate plan. The county borough view underestimates not o-nly the 
cross-river relationships but also the east-west relationships on the same 
bank. And we cannot agree with the county boroughs when they say 
that the planning of Tyneside has been done already and indeed half 
carried out. Some industries are contracting; others, it is hoped, will 
expand and new ones will come ; old housing is to be replaced by new : 
new central area development is beginning ; motor traffic is increasing 
and the habits of people are changing more rapidly in some ways than 
ever before ; in the face of all this it was surprising to us to hear it 
suggested that Tyneside has already had all the planning it will require. 

Highways 

97. The Tyneside authorities have collaborated since 1958 to the extent 
of assigning priorities to road works under alternative total programmes 
of £750,000 and £1,250,000. But they have worked basically on the 1948 
road plans of the six separate highway authorities ; a traffic census is to ■ 
be taken but seems to be looked upon as something which will affect J 
the priorities rather than the structure of the original plan. The county j 
boroughs say that “the traffic problems are essentially simple. You must 
provide for people who want to cross the river and for people who want 

to go east and west along the river, and that we are doing ”. : 

98. We contrast this with passages on the “proposed road pattern” in 
the 1961 report of the Newcastle planning officer on central redevelop- ; 
ment, the purport of which is that the distributor roads forming the central 
motorway system of a redeveloped central area of the city must be designed > 
in relation to -the number, location and capacity of river crossings, and 

in relation to development on the south bank. Of the two views we think 
the second more -realistic: growth of traffic will call for a rethinking of - 
road and car-parking plans, not merely a reassessment of priorities on ■: 
the old plan, and -this rethinking will provide a far more difficult exercise ; 
I in collaboration, if collaboration between autonomous bodies is the only 
way to do it. The three county boroughs, however, do not seem as yet to 
p envisage the need for doing it at all. 
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Sewage disposal 

99. Everybody agrees that the river Tyne is shockingly polluted by the 
discharge into its waters of crude sewage in the area of almost every 
authority along its banks. The problem was severe in the late nineteen- 
thirties ; it has been steadily aggravated by post-war development. There 
has been cooperation ; a joint committee comprising 15 local authorities 
has been considering 'the problem ; a hydrographical survey has been 
made ; consultants have prepared a report and have suggested different 
fields for investigation. The most recent decision is that £57,000 should 
be spent on further investigations. At some time in the future the 15 
authorities will each have to agree on the method of disposal to be used, 
where any works are to be sited, and in what proportions the cost is 
to be shared between them. That this will take a long time and present 
difficulties of the most formidable kind became very clear to us. 

100. But the delays and difficulties already encountered are bad enough 
and if the blame for these delays and difficulties is not to be laid on 
the authorities concerned it must be laid upon the existing local govern- 
ment system, which places such obstacles in the way of elected repre- 
sentatives who have an urgent public duty to perform. They, and the 
ratepayers they represent, are entitled to a system which enables timely 
decisions to be taken on matters which require them. 

General points on the four county-borough scheme 

101. There are one or two more general comments. One is that we do 
not accept it as axiomatic that if the present county boroughs were extended 
to include the intervening authorities they would be more able and willing 
to collaborate than they are at present It might be found on the 
contrary that the intervening authorities had been the moderators in the 
atomic pile. 

102. We noted too that in bringing the Tyneside authorities together to 
consider both the highway programmes and their common sewage disposal 
problems the initiative was taken by the Minister 'concerned ; and that 
in starting a study of overspill housing needs for Tyneside as a whole, the 
initiative has again come from the Minister. We were told too that the 
Minister could be relied upon to see that the six development plans affecting 
parts of Tyneside were sufficiently coordinated. 

103. Everything we have learned about the area confirms that these 
exercises in coordination were necessary ; but it would have been a better 
sign of vitality in local government if the initiative had come from 
Tyneside. Those who do not wish to see further loss of local independence 
must be especially concerned with this question of initiative. Independence 
is lost not only when Acts of Parliament take powers from local authorities : 
it is lost whenever local government has to wait for a lead from the centre 
because it is not properly organised to take the initiative itself. That seems 
to us to be the case here. “ We are not accustomed to leadership — 
everyone here is a leader ” said one speaker at the conference. But we 
believe that if there was a focus of opinion for Tyneside as a whole and 
an authority able to take the lead in anticipating and meeting its needs 
the right kind of leadership would emerge. Central Government help and 
approval will always be needed in many directions but Tyneside should at 
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least be so organised that it can take the initiative in formulating its own 
needs and making proposals for meeting them. There is ample scope for 
such initiative today in revitalising Tyneside and making it an attractive 
centre for the future industrial development of the north east. 

104. A third point is that arguments and disagreements will assuredly not 
cease on Tyneside. If there is a forum in which these argunients can lead 
to decisions about matters affecting the whole area, they will be a. most 
fruitful means of vitalising its local government. Where there is no 
such forum, and no decision-making body, but only a number of independent 
authorities who negotiate or refuse to negotiate on common problems two 
things follow: first the debate is less public, and second, important rnatters 
may never be decided or may be decided only with great delay. It is not 
disagreements which are to be deplored, but forms of local government in 
which disagreements do not end in timely decisions and do not attract 
as much public interest as they should. We believe that there will be 
differences and debates in the county council about many of the big 
questions affecting Tyneside; these should interest and^ educate local 
opinion : but separate authorities can go on disagreeing ^ indefinitely and 
their discussions with each other axe less open to public attention. 

Summary 

105. To sum up. we are in no doubt that there is an independent spirit 
in tire different parts of Tyneside, and there is also in some cases a degree of 
physical division, though we believe that this was much exaggerated by 
some speakers at the conference. We think that this independent spirit 
can work for good in some fields, and that it needs an outlet in these 
fields, but that in other matters it can only damage or delay the well-being 
and progress of Tyneside and its people. In these latter fields we are 
confirmed in our provisional conclusion that a strong instrument of unified 
policy and action is needed, and that this should be a Tyneside county 
council. 



The Single County Borough Scheme 

106. The evidence which Newcastle brought forward confirmed our views 
about the common problems of the area, but when they went on to argue 
that all problems and services needed a unified administration we found it 
hard to go along with them. They could indeed say that their scheme would 
shew economies in all services and that since there would be only one 
authority there would be no friction either between county boroughs or 
between first-tier and second-tier authorities. It is true and important that 
such a scheme would share with the whole area Newcastle’s present advantage 
of higher rateable value per head ; that Newcastle representatives would 
not he a majority of the proposed county borough council ; and that while 
some of Newcastle’s institutions might occupy a leading place in the area, 
so they will under any local government organisation that can be devised. 
It is also a fact that in some ways Newcastle’s separate existence as a historic 
city would be more truly lost under their scheme thmi ours, since we assume 
that under ouns the city would continue to enjoy its traditional honours. 

107. What Newcastle did not allow for, in our view, was the fact that along- 
side its common cbaracteostios and problems Tyneside has also more local 
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interests and loyalties. Althougli there are services which must be looked at 
from a Tyneside point of view, there are others for which a more local point 
of view is more appropriate, always provided that the authorities running 
them are strong enough to be fully eflective. They therefore seemed to us 
to see only part of the problem. We also noted that their scheme was sup- 
ported by no other authority at the conference. 

108. The services in which We thought that a strong but more local authority 
would be appropriate included education, health, welfare, children’s services 
and also some more local aspects of services like housing, planning, high- 
ways and sewage disposal. 

Services 

109. In their argument about education Newcastle emphasised the specialised 
facilities such as colleges of advanced technology, schools of art and com-' 
merce, teacher training colleges and the like. But in this they succeeded in 
showing the need to take a regional view rather than a view confined to 
Tyneside. 'Whatever form reorganisation takes, regional matters will have 
to be concerted between several authorities, if the general basis of the present 
local government system is to remain. 

110. A great deal of the education service, however, is far more local and 
we cannot see why it should not form a proper ground for the exercise of 
those more local loyalties we have already mentioned, always provided that 
the authorities are sufficiently strong to be effective. 

111. On health and welfare, the essence of Newcastle’s argument was that 
a big authority need not be impersonal and that a small authority cannot be 
effective. But we cannot see how, in the light of the Act, we could accept 
the view that our proposed boroughs would be too small for effectiveness. 
And with populations ranging from just below 200,000 to something over 
300,000 they would in our view be as well if indeed in some respects not 
better placed than a larger authority to provide those services in particular 
which affect people in their hom.es. 

112. The same is broadly true of the children’s service and moreover the 
obvious overlaps between education, health, welfare and children’s services 
must stand a better chance of being taken care of properly if all are under 
the same authority. (They would be under the same authority under New- 
castle’s scheme, but the point now being made is that if one or some of 
them should be assigned to borough councils, aE should be.) 

General points on the single county borough scheme 

113. Under Newcastle’s scheme a very large authority would deal with many 
day-to-day questions of extreme importance to individual people but insigni- 
ficant in relation to the area as a whole — planning permissions for minor 
development, and so forth. Admittedly, they would still be minor if dealt 
with as we propose by enlarged borough authorities, but the disparity would 
not be so great and the first-tier authority’s staffs would be more free to con- 
centrate on the broader issues. 

114. Besides aU this there is the question of sheer size. We cannot of course 
prove that Tyneside is too big to be a single county borough: we cap only 
appeal to the general consensus of opinion amongst those with experience 
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in local government affairs. We believe this opinion will support us in hold- 
ing that the idea of creating at one stroke a single county borough to govern 
a population of 900,000 should be viewed with great caution. 

115. On Tyneside we can envisage four strong second-tier authorities each 
having cohesion in itself and reflecting a measure of agreement between 
existing authorities— for most of the authorities mainly concerned were agreed 
about amalgamation, though some of them wanted the resulting authorities 
to be county boroughs and some again wanted to be a second tier within 
Northumberland and Durham. On the other hand, the opposition to New- 
castle’s scheme was, as we have said, universal. 
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CHAPTER 5 



Our Proposals Further Considered 

116. In commenting on the other schemes put forward after the issue 
of our draft proposals we have probably made clear why we thinlc the 
draft proposals were right in principle. Nevertheless, at the risk of some 
repetition we now return to our positive reasons for proposing a continuous 
county in which some services would be provided by a county council 
and the rest by four second-tier authorities. 

117. To begin with, there are the physical and social circumstances of 
Tyneside. Here, as already described, is a very large, continuously developed 
urban area extending along both banks of the Tyne, based upon the riverside 
and mining industries and the industrial estates disposed at various points 
within it. Neither the industry nor the communications, nor any breaks in 
development, except the river, bear any important relationship to the 
boundaries separating one local government area from another. The densely 
developed and overcrowded riverside belt and the concentric zones of 
decreasing density round it are related to Tyneside as a whole, not to 
some smaller separable unit. 

118. The river is a physical break, and impedes communication especially in 
its lower reaches, yet there is heavy communication between the two sides ; 
there is similar industry on each bank, and a daily journey across the river 
of 40,000 or more persons to work and many more for other purposes ; every 
part of the urban area looks toward Newcastle as a centre of business 
activity, shopping, amusement and so forth, and this is something different 
in degree and in kind from the regional influence of Newcastle. 

119. There are also links between the areas on each bank and their county 
hinterlands, but they do not seem to us to amount to anything at all 
comparable, in strength or significance, with the internal links binding 
the parts of the urban area together. 

120. Industrially the north-east region must be seen as a whole, but not as 
a whole within which there are no distinguishable parts. Tyneside appears 
to us to be a clearly distinguishable part, as we have described in some detail 
in chapter 1. The difference between Tyneside and the rest of the region is 
reflected in the people who live there, as we have mentioned in paragraph 24. 

121. The degree of continuity in development, the amount of movement 
within Tyneside as compared with movement through or beyond it, the 
industrial, commercial and social cohesion seem to us to establish urban 
Tyneside as having a degree of unity which requites, for some purposes 
at least, unity of local government. 

122. We see a need for much redevelopment and renewal on Tyneside for 
many years ahead. Many obsolescent houses will need to be replaced and 
many more houses provided ; there is a need for new industrial and 
commercial development ; the continuing growth of traflfic and the changing 
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patterns of development require much further thought and money to be spent 
on communications. Much needs to be done to improve the amenities of the 
area. Sewage disposal needs to he tackled comprehensively. On every one 
of these problems a single authority for Tyneside would in our view be a 
far more efEective form of local government than any other. They are 
Tyneside problems, not problems merely of one or other part of Tyneside. 

Planning — general 

123. Major changes in communications will bring changes in development, 
and important developments or redevelopments in one part of Tyneside will 
have repercussions on other parts. All future changes of this kind should be 
considered, or actively planned, by an authority which is responsible for 
looking at Tyneside as a whole. Cooperation between separate authorities 
responsible for different parts of Tyneside cannot effectively do this overall 
planning, which is not something to be done once for all but is a continuing 
process. This is not to deny that cooperation will be needed both within 
Tyneside and beyond it ' the point is that the degree of coherence and 
unity here is such as to call for a single and separate planning authority. 
The larger unit— the north-eastern region— has coherence, but not in such 
a high degree. Smaller units within Tyneside can be visualised, but none 
of them would have the duty of looking always to the interests of Tyneside 
as a whole. Cases might well arise, for instance in the siting of beneficial 
development, where the broad interests of Tyneside and the narrower 
interests of their own district might seem to point in opposite directions. 
Again, the problem of siting development necessary to the whole urban 
area hut not welcome in its particular neighbourhood can more easily and 
quickly be solved in an area like this by an authority whose responsibility is 
to the area as a whole. 

Planning for industry 

124. In what we have called “ planning for industry ” a Tyneside authority 
would not attempt to do the work of the Board of Trade, of the North 
East Development Council or of industry itself. But the local planning 
authority have an important complementary r61e, which they alone can 
fulfil. First of all they can and must consider from the land-use pwint 
of view what land is suitable for industry and how much land should be 
allocated for industrial use. We must repeat that all this has not already 
been done once and for all. Redevelopment will continue to alter the land- 
use picture for many years ahead, not to mention what may be undertaken 
in parts of the area not yet developed. And industry in this context 
must be envisaged in a broad sense ; thought must be given to the development 
of offices, hotels, shops and aU other activities which can promote the 
prosperity of the area. 

'125. Then there is a most important service to be rendered by local 
authorities in giving advice on numerous questions which the industriahst 
may want to ask, whether he is considering coming to the area or is already 
established there and wishing to expand his works or to alter them for greater 
efficiency. Apart from what might be called planning matters in the 
narrowest sense, advice may be needed on the housing of key workers, on 
questions of access, traffic or transport, water supplies, fire protection, 
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security, disposal of trade wastes and trade refuse and many other things. 
Some of these will have to' be settled with the borough authorities and 
others with the public utility undertakings, but it would be of great advantage 
to the industrialist (and therefore to Tyneside) to have a single initial point 
of contact and information, associated with the authority responsible for 
planning the whole area. 

126. Beyond all this there is the hope that an authority such as we have 
suggest^ could projeclt a -new and vivid image o-f Tyneside, as a place with 
imaginative leadership in local government, ready to match the renewal of 
its prosperity with the renewal of its urban environment. 

127. Finally we must repeat that the greater prosperity of Tyneside will 
not be at the cost of prosperity elsewhere in the north east, but is far 
more Ukely to encourage the spread of prosperity into other parts of the 
region. 

Highways and traffic 

128. In highway matters a Tyneside authority would be able to consider the 
effect of highway improvements, one-way streets, the location of car-parks 
and the traffic implications of large redevelopment schemes for all parts 
of the area. That such changes do have wide-ranging effects will scarcely 
be denied. They will have effects also beyond the hmits of Tyneside, but 
since the amount of traffic movement within Tyneside is much greater than 
that through or beyond it, a single authority within Tyneside seems neces- 
sary. while cooperation should be sufficient beyond it. This is another 
matter in which competition between authorities has no place. The benefits 
and the costs of road works and changes in traffic systems are likely to be 
unevenly distributed and schemes which are of general benefit may well be 
frustrated, or at least delayed, unless there is a highway and traffic 
authority for Tyneside as a whole. 

Housing 

129. Tyneside has a formidable housing problem. Although it has not so 
high a proportion of slums as some other urban -areas it has a great many 
old and obsolescent houses which will need replacement. The new houses 
must be sited in relation to the employment and convenience of Tynesiders. 
Redevelopment on cleared sites is unlikely -to rehouse the numbers who 
dwelt there previously and some sites may -either not be suitable for re- 
housing or be required for other purposes: there will therefore be a big 
need for -bouses beycmd the present built-up area. It may not happen, 
however, that each district of Tyneside will have suitable land available 
to it to meet all its own needs. Mining subsidence, igreen belts and other 
considerations may prevent this. If so, housing needs will have to be 
met in three ways ; — 

(1) local needs met locally ; 

(2) peripheral development at some points to meet needs arising 
anywhere -on Tyneside ; 

(3) development away from Tyneside altogether, again to meet needs 
arising anywhere on Tyneside. 
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For these two latter purposes in particular, the most effective arrangements 
would be to have, in addition to any smaller authorities, a housing authority 
catering for the needs of Tyneside as a whole. Such an authority would 
assess need on a consistent basis throughout the area ; it would be far 
better equipped than any smaller authority to undertake large-scale develop- 
ment, and it would be able to speak for the whole area in the negoitiaition 
of schemes outside its own borders. It would be able to make full use 
of the latest building techniques. It would not find itself obliged to 
impose narrow residence qualifications and would thus be able to help 
those who want a house in a different part of the area from the one where 
they are now living. Such an authority in our view would not only be 
effective, it would be a focus of real local interest and responsibility. It 
should make a major contribution to the solution of a most urgent and 
intractable problem and one which touches the lives of people most closely. 

Sewage disposal 

130. There is general agreement that this is a problem which must be 
tackled comprehensively. If the present authorities are not to blame for 
having failed to carry out a joint scheme before now, it only goes to shew 
the extreme difficulty and delay imposed by the present multiplicity of 
authorities. A single authority might not find the total cost any less 
'than would a number of authorities acting jointly, but at least it would be 
able to consider the problem comprehensively and without having to look 
at the incidence of the burden on each separate part of the area. 

Capital priorities 

131. The services we have mentioned would involve the proposed authority 
in a large capital programme, and it would obviously be for them to decide 
the priorities which they would assign to the works of various kinds that 
would be required. 

Other services 

132. There are certain further services which we think should be assigned 
to a Tyneside county council if such an authority is set up: these are 
police, fire, and ambulance services, some civil defence functions, and 
airport matters. The operational charaoter of all these services is such 
that they should be more effeofively and economically .performed over the 
wider area, there should be advantages in better career structures .and 
specialist services, md 'there is little in them wlhich ‘smaller authori'ties 
could influence very significantly or desirably in responise to local needs. 

Borough authorities 

133. So far we have discussed ithie m:atters for which a single authority is 
needed. But there are oth'ers for which it lis not neces'sary to look at 
Tyneside as a whole, and here we think that smaller authoritiies 'have a 
part to play. For that reason, wherever there did not seem to be an over- 
riding case for an authority as extensive 'as the Tyneside county (and par- 
ticularly in the more personal and what might be called “day-to-day” 
services) we have sought to fl'nid a place for a seoond4ier authority. 
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134. In defining these ismaller authorities, we have relied not on physical 
breaks (except the river) since there are none of any significance, but on 
the following factors : — 

(fl) the four existing county boroughs on Tyneside, which could form 
nuclei of wider areas ; 

(b) the possibility of forming most-purpose authorities with populatidns 
well above 100,000 ; 

(c) the size of Newcastle (267,000 population) .and the desirability of 
f anning if possible oflier units of at least the same order of size : 

{d) the willingness of some 'at least of the existing auifhorities to join 
together. 

The division of Tyneside into four boroughs, which was proposed on this 
basis, stiH seems to us sound and has been much reinforced dn our mmds 
by the clear evidence we had at the statutory conference of local loyalties 
and interests attached to' parts of Tyneside. 

135. The fact that we have found it possible to envisage four strong 
boroughs covering the whole of urbain Tyneside enables us also to propose 
that services of the highest importanoe should be exercised in the more 
local setting which the boroughs provide. These services include education, 
health, welfare and children. Each demainids a wiide range of skilled staff, 
the financial resources to support them and ithe populatiions to make their 
employment worthwhile but, subject to these requirements, each in. our 
view benefits by beiing las local as possible. They are personal services 
entering closely into .the daily lives of the inhabitants. The development 
and iadmimiistratioo of these services present great and widening oppor- 
tunities which should .provide a rewarding field of .action for local loyalties 
and interests. Cooperation on many matters would stiH be needed ; we 
hope that it would be foithoomiug. But most of the field in these services 
would be concerned wilth the borough’s own meeds ; most of the decisions 
would not have strong repercussions beyond the borough ; a centain amount 
of rivalry would be no toad thing. 

136. In the services which we think make a Tyneside authority necessary — 
plaiming, housing, highways lamd itraffio, sewage disposal — ^we nevertheless 
wish to give the boroughs a part to play. Here the obvious danger arises 
of friction between 'the county and the boroughs but we believe that .a 
sufiicdently clear division of functions can be made to avoid this danger. 
In every case we have sought to make the Tyneside authority responsible for 
those matters, and only those matters, which can be said .to concern 
Tyneside as a whole. 

137. We 'discuss some detailed points about the division of functions 
between the county and the borou^ counci'ls in chapter 7. Here we are 
concerned rather to inisisit on the principle that while there are important 
matters wliich can 'only be ladequately considered and dealt with from the 
viewpoint of Tyneside las a who'le, there axe others again — even within the 
same service — ^which can be adequately dealt with by smaller authorities 
if sufficiently strong. 
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138. The structure best fitted to deal with Tyneside’s practical problems, 
both the broader and the more local and personal ones, would in our view 
be the one most likely to result in vital and responsive local government, 
because the authorities would be able to take effective action, each in their 
own sphere, and their constituents would expect them to do so. We believe 
that the structure we have proposed would have this result ; certainly that 
was our aim. 

139. It remains to consider the financial and other effects of the proposed I 

changes both on tthe Tyneside areas and on the rest of Northumberland and f 
Durham. ;; 
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CHAPTER 6 

Financial and Other Effects of Proposed Changes 



Effect within the Boundaries of the Tyneside County 

140. The 1962 laitcable values per head of population in the existing local 
authorities wholly or partly included in the proposed Tyneside county 
ranged from £7 15s. Od. in Seaton Valley and £8 9s. Od. in Blaydon to 
£19 7s. Od. in Newcastle and £14 4s. Od. in GosforBh. Detads are given in 
the following table : — 



Northumberland A.C. . . 


£ 

11 


s. 

7 


d. 

0 


Durham A.C 


£ 

11 


s. 

0 


Newcastle C.B. . . 


19 


7 


0 


Gateshead C.B. . . 


11 


19 


Tynemouth C.B. 


12 


10 


0 


South Shields C.B. 


10 


14 


Whitley Bay M.B. 


13 


9 


0 


Jarrow M.B 


11 


1 


Wallsend M.B. . . 


12 


9 


0 


Hebburn U.D. . . 


13 


1 


Gosforth U.D. . . 


14 


4 


0 


Whickham U.D. . . 


11 


15 


Newburn U.D. . . 


12 


0 


0 


Boldon U.D 


10 


1 


Longbenton U.D. 


9 


5 


0 


Blaydon U.D. 


8 


9 


Seaton Valley U.D. 


7 


15 


0 


Felling U.D. 


8 


12 


Castle Ward R.D. 


12 


15 


0 


Chester-le-Slreet R.D. . , 


10 


8 



d. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



In place of this, ithe 1962 rateable value per head in, the Tyneside county 
and .the four Tyneside boroughs would be : — ■ 



Tyneside County 

Tyneside Borough 1 (including Newcastle) 

Tyneside Borough 2 (including Tynemouth) 

Tyneside Borough 3 (including South Shields) 

Tyneside Borough 4 ^including Gateshead) 

Thus there wO'Uld be a pooling 'of resources within each Tyneside borough 
for the “ borough ” services and pooling of resources over Tyneside county 
for “ county ” purposes. In an area which has the common problems we 
have described this would in itself be la desirable thing irrespective of any 
economy in admindslteation. 



£ s. 
13 17 
18 2 
12 6 
11 0 
11 0 



Economy of administration 

141. In most o,f the “district services”, las they are usually called (that is, 
services provided in 'Ordinary counties by the county district ooumicils), the 
changes we , propose would replace ten authorities wholly witbiin the Tyne- 
side county area and nine authorities partly within it. by four authorities. 
As regards “ county services ” (the services which in ordinary counties are 
the responsibility of the comity council), ,the effea of the changes we 
propose would be as follows. For education there would be four authorities 
in all, in place of four county boroughs, two county councils, one excepted 
district and two divisional executives ; for the health, welfare and children’s 
services there would be four boroughs instead of four county boroughs plus 
two county councils. There would be one fire and one ambulance authority 
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instead of six ; one police force instead of seven (counting the Tyne 
Police) ; five authorities would be concerned in planning,^ highway and 
civil defence matters in place of twenty-one ; five authorities also would 
be concerned in housing, sewerage and sewage disposal in place of nineteen. 

142. Altogether this means so marked a reduction in the number of autho- 
rities in this mainly compact urban area that a substantial saving in 
administrative costs should result. We do not claim that the changes we 
propose would produce greater administrative economies than any other 
possible changes, but simply that they would produce substantial economies 
besides being desirable on other grounds. 

143. The establishment of the Tyneside County Council would probably 
involve a greater outlay than the establishment of the four Tyneside 
boroughs, for each of which a nucleus already exists. In its continuing 
expenses stalling would no doubt be the main element, but in the initial 
expenses the main element would probably be that it would have to be 
housed and equipped. We do not believe, however, that in an area with 
a penny rate product of over £50,000(i) the initial expenses of setting up 
a county authority should be regarded as weighing heavily against the 
reasons we have urged in its favour. 

144. We have also pointed out that the functions of the county authority 
would be clearly distinct from those of the boroughs and would mainly 
call for a relatively small, though highy qualified, staff. Examples are 
planning, where the county authority would be concerned mainly with 
development plans and major development or redevelopment schemes, leav- 
ing questions of more purely local significance to the boroughsi ; also 
highway and sewerage matters where the county authority would only be 
concerned with major schemes. 

Membership 

145. We believe that the importance of the work of the Tyneside county 
and borough councils would attract sufficient numbers of people to serve as 
members. The county council would be able to exert a greater influence 
over the broad future of Tyneside than any local authority has yet been 
able to do, while the borough councils would be able to devote much 
stronger resources to the service of their people than the present authorities 
can do. If any authorities can attract members then these should be 
able to do so. 



Effect on Northumberland and Durham 

Northumberland 

146. A county’s rateable resources can fairly be represented as the rateable 
resources per head multiplied by the population, and when they are 
expressed in that way it can be seen that changes such as we propose 
can affect these resources in two ways — (o) fall in rateable resources per 
head, (h) fall in population. 

147. Our proposals would reduce Northumberland’s rateable value per 
head from £11 7s, Od. to £10 15s. Od., their petmy rate product per head 
from 10'923d. to 10-257d. and their population from 487,000 to 307,000. 

' Now (1963) about 2i times as great. 
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148. The first two of these effects seems to us by no means so serious as 
the third. Rate-deficiency grant already brings the county’s penny rate 
product per head up to the average of all counties and we have no reason 
to think that it would not continue to do so. The county councils have 
suggested that there might be some danger of the Minister limiting their 
entitlement to rate-deficiency grant, but the Report of the Working Party 
on Rate-Deficiency Grants(^), which was published in September, 1962. offers 
some reassurance. 

149. We cannot think that a higher proportion of rate-deficiency grant 
would tend to inhibit the county council in their policy. High percentages 
do not appear to inhibit other authorities. The whole purpose of non- 
specific grants is to assist local authorities without importing the type of 
central control that is bound to go with specific grants. Rate-deficiency 
grants permit average resources per head to be available to local autho- 
rities without a distortion of the boundaries and areas which are best on 
other grounds. 

150. Other things being equal we would prefer to avoid increasing the 
dependence of any authority on rate-deficiency grant ; but where, as in this 
case, other things are not equal, we do not feel called upon to disregard 
these other things. 

151. Northumberland quoted the majority report of the Royal Commission 
of 1935. who said that the county would be “largely crippled by the 
formation of such a county borough on Tyneside”. But when the Royal 
Commission reported there were no rate-equalisation or rate-deficiency 
grants. Serious as are the losses to Northumberland, we do not think it 
can be said, that the prospects as seen by the Royal Commission in the 
nineteen-thirties are entirely relevant now. 

152. So far we have been speaking of the average penny rate product per 
head. But the other aspect of the matter is the sudden drop in total 
population and total resources. This is undeniably a hard thing to meet, 
and we fully appreciate the results of our proposals for Northumberland ; 
we would have avoided them if we could, and if the Minister sees any 
way of cushioning ithem we should be very glad. But so far as our own 
work is concerned, we do not see any escape from these results, and we do 
not think they outweigh the gain in effective local government to be hoped 
for on Tyneside. The loss to the county would have been the same had 
we accepted the proposals either of Newcastle or of the other three county 
boroughs. 

153. The county’s problem is mainly one of adaptation: we cannot regard 
the total population remaining to them as inadequate to support effective 
services once the adaptation has been made. Many counties of 300,000 
and less than 300,000 population have claimed to be, and have satisfied us 
that they were, fully effective and convenient local government areas. 

154. There should, moreover, be some continuing growth of population in 
the rest of Northumberland, to judge from trends in recent years, particularly 
at places like Corbridge and Hexham and under the new scheme for 
Cramlington. 

^ Report of the Working Party appointed to Investigate the Working of the Rate-Deficiency 
Grants in England and Wales. H.M.S.O., 1962, price Is. 3d. net. 
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155. The problem of adapting an administrative machine and capital 
assets designed for a popnlation of nearly half a million to serve one of 
300,000 is certainly severe. Expenditure cannot be cut down at once in 
proportion to the immediate loss of population and this explains in broad 
terms why the county say that their rates will go up by 2s. 8d. 

156. We cannot prove that this is an exaggeration any more than the county 
could prove that it is accurate. In this kind of estimate a great deal 
depends upon the approach and many of the factors which will affect the 
result are questions of policy which have not yet been determined. The 
county themselves say very fairly that the extent of additional burdens must 
always be a matter of conjecture and, to some extent, of opinion. The areas 
which Northumberlaind would lose Me areas which make a high demand on 
local government services, although their industries are very substantial j 
ratepayers. There will be clearly a period o-f adjustment and replanning ; 
thereafter there seems no reason why it should be proportionately more 
expensive to administer Northumberland than any other county with a 
reasonable population and average resources. We do not underestimate the 
importance and complexity of the problems with which the county has to 
deal and we are sorry that our recommendations, if carried out, would 
temporarily add to them. 

Organisation of services 

157. We have tried to puit in perspective, without minimising ithem, the 
financial effects of our proposals upon Northumberland. We now consider 

the effect upon their organisation of services in so far as this can be ; 
considered from aspects other than financial. 

158. Most counties provide schools, climes, area offices, etc. in their urban 
areas which they use also for serving the rural areas nearby or as bases 
for services to rural areas somewhat farther afield. This is obviously 
economical as well as convenient Northumberland have, we believe, in 
the special review area a fire service headquarters, fotir of the county’s 
thirteen grammar schools, a secondary technical school, and some twelve 
other secondary schools, besides the grammar and modern schools within 
the Wallsend “ excepted district ”. In addition there are the special school 
at the Orthopaedic Hospital in Gosforth, the Whitley Bay College of 
Further Education and the Wallsend Technical Institute. There are institu- 
tions also concerned with services for the blind, for old people and for 
children, and various clinics. 

159. The loss of these assets as a loss in total resources is part of the topic 

we have already discussed earlier in this chapter. A specific problem is I 

the service given from these schools and other institutions to people in areas ! 

which our proposals stiU leave in Northumberland. We do not know of any 
reason for supposing that this problem cannot be met by mutual arrange- [ 

ments. Either the new authority, taking over the establishments in question, ! 

could arrange to serve the people in the adjacent county areas ; or there I 

could be joint ownership or management; or the establishment could be ! 

left by agreement in county hands. The particular form of arrangement | 

suitable in each case seems to depend on the extent to which the institution 
in question will serve the Tyneside area and the Northumberland area 
respectively after the changes have been made. 
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160. We appreciate that though this may be the practical answer it aoes 
not altar the fact that Nonthumberiaiid have spent much energy and effort 
on the provision of services and institutions in their Tyneside areas and 
they now stand to lose the visible results of this effort. When they do so, 
they will be rid of the outstanding debt on the capital spent, but they must 
still feel the loss of things in which they have been able to take pride as a 
county authority. We sympathise with this feeling, and we can only say 
that if we allowed this factor to be decisive, there could be little or no 
reorganisation of local government and we could not carry out the task 
which Parliament, with the agreement of the local authority associations, 
has laid upon us. 

161. It is. we think, fair to point out in concluding this discussion that in 
the health, welfare aind children’s services, though not in education, North- 
umberland’s own scheme would have brought changes in organisation aud 
a need for adaptation no less than ours, since they proposed to make the 
Tyneside authorities autonomous in respect of these services. 

County Durham 

162. A good deal of the above discussion applies also to the effect of our 
proposals on County Durham. Our Tyneside proposals have, however, a 
much smaller proportionate effect here than in Northumberland since they 
reduce the total population by 19-3 per cent and the total rateable value by 
18'7 per cent while the rateable value per head remains virtually unchanged. 
It is the total effect of our proposals for the North Eastern General Review 
Area taken with those for Tyneside which constitutes the problem for 
County Durham. Paragraph 4 of this report indicates the progress made 
with our review of the general review area. We intend to discuss the 
position O'f County Durham further in our report on the general area; we 
feel that it could only be misleading to discuss it more fully here, except 
to say that in our view the effect on Durham of our Tyneside proposals 
would not be so serious as to outweigh the positive reasons for those 
proposals. 

163. We have examined the provisional rateable value statistics for 1963 and 
are satisfied that revaluation will not alter materially the effects on North- 
umberland and Durham as described in the preceding paragraphs. 

Conclusion 

164. Summing up, our conclusions are that on Tyneside administrative and 
operational economies as weU as increased effectiveness would flow from 
our proposed changes : in Northumberland and Durham adaptation would 
be difficult and would take time but it should be possible in the result to 
provide services of high standard without an exceptional rate burden. 
Looking, therefore, both' at Tyneside and at the counties from the point of 
view solely of economies and increased burdens, we believe that there will 
be broadly as much gain as loss in the short term and later on, when 
adaptation to the changes has been fully made, a clear balance in favour of 
the proposals. Certainly we can find nothing in the overall financial prospects 
to negative the strong case we see on other grounds for the changes we 
propose, hard as they must be for the counties to accept. 
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CHAPTER 7 

Distribution of Functions 

165. In this chapter we consider in greater detail the distribution of functions 
between a Tyneside county council and Tyneside borough councils. We 
have already set out the principle of this distribution, namely that the county 
council should deal with the common, overall problems where integration 
is essential and should also provide some services like police, fire, ambulances 
and certain civil defence functions where large scale is of special importance, 
while the borough councils should provide all other services, including educa- 
tion, health, welfare and children’s services. 

166. In the written comments on our draft proposals and at the Newcastle 
conference almost everything that was said on distribution of functions was 
directed to the main argument on organisation, and although it threw some 
light on the more detailed questions which arise when the main organisation 
has been settled, we cannot feel that our draft proposals have been so 
thoroughly tested in these details as they have been in their main lines. We 
have however given further thought to the matter. 

167. Our draft proposals on distribution of functions ane set out in appen- 
dices 1 and 4 to the statement of draft proposals (see Appendix 5). 
Northumberland said that they would give the Tyneside second-tier autho- 
rities the same functions under their scheme of organisation as we would 
propose to give them under ours, and Durham said the ^ame as regards 
one of their two alternative schemes, except that neither county would give 
the boroughs full responsibility for education. It does not follow that the 
counties would still support our proposals on distribution if their scheme 
of organisation is reject^, but we think their view gives some measure of 
support to our Une of thought on this matter, except on education. 

168. Newcastle, in their written comments, discussed a great many aspects 
of local authority work, all with reference mainly to the broad question of 
organisation. While we have studied aU they said we refer here only to 
the points which seem relevant to the subject of the present chapter. The 
same applies to the comments of the other authorities and interested bodies. 

Education 

169. Some authorities and bodies urged that education should be a first-tier 
function; we have considered this but for the following reasons we think 
that the boroughs should be the education authorities : — 

(a) Education does not, on the whole, produce problems in which the 
four areas would interact upon each other to anything like the same 
extent as happens in some other fields (e.g. planning and com- 
munications). 

(b) We are anxious to give scope to the locM loyalties of different parts 
of Tyneside wherever this can be done without prejudice to the best 
interests of the whole area. 
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(c) If health, welfare and children’s services are entrusted to the 
boroughs aU the overlapping or borderline questions between those 
services and education should be covered more easily if education 
is in the same hands. We have in mind such matters as school 
health and welfare, the provision of special services for educationally 
sub-normal, dehcate, handicapped or maladjusted children, the educa- 
tion of children in care, the link between health care before and 
during school age and so forth. 

{d) The boroughs will be much above the strength at which, in other 
circumstances, an urban authority is to be regarded as competent to 
discharge all functions including education, and will also be much 
stronger than the present county boroughs. 

(e) If the Tyneside County Council were the education authority and 
the boroughs were in the position of excepted districts (as would seem 
natural in the absence of historical or other special reasons to the 
contrary), the degree of delegation would have to be so great that it 
raises a doubt whether the county would retain a worthwhile respon- 
sibility. Moreover we do not think that delegation of education to 
boroughs of this size and responsibility would work smoothly and 
to the benefit of the service. 

170. Higher education, a vital matter in a great industrial area like this 
is a rather special problem. The boroughs cannot be regarded as self- 
sufficient in further education, but neither can Tyneside as a whole. It is 
in very large measure a regional matter. The Rutherford College of Tech- 
nology — perhaps the most important single institution in this field — has 
been designated a Regional College. The Regional Council should be able 
to secure coordination over the further education field as a whole. 

171. We do not therefore think that good reason has been given for revers- 
ing our proposal to make the Tyneside boroughs education authorities. 

Planning 

172. Newcastle said that the implementation of development plans should 
be in the same hands as their formulation. Although this was put forward 
in support of the Newcastle case for a single county borough, it is a point for 
consideration in regard to our own proposals, which were that the county 
should be the local planning authority but should delegate certain matters 
to the boroughs. Two main types of planning activity would, we think, fall 
to the boroughs under our proposals: — 

(а) the day-to-day consideration of applications for planning permis- 
sion, other than for development which would have important con- 
sequences for a wider area than the borough ; 

(б) acquisition and disposal of land in comprehensive redevelopment 
schemes confined to a particular borough. 

173. If we thought that there was a danger of the overall plans being frus- 
trated through delegation of these activities, we would recommend placing the 
whole planning function with the first-tier authority ; but we do not think 
so. We envisage that the county council would receive copies of all plan- 
ning applications, but would not lightly take them out of the hands of the 
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boroughs. The other work— redevelopment— is very much the sort of 
thing in which local interest would and should be taken. We therefore 
adhere to our draft proposals. 

Housing 

174. We have discussed this in paragraph 129 above. To recapitulate— 
we envisage that the Tyneside County Council would have the powers of a 
housing authority and the powers of an “ exporting ’* authority under the 
Town Development Act 1952 ; that they would concentrate on large-scale 
operations for people hving anywhere on Tyneside ; that they would con- 
sult and if possible act in agreement with any Tyneside borough coimcil in 
whose area they build, but would not be subject to the borough authority’s 
veto. 

175. The borough authorities would, as we said, also be housing authorities 
but we envisage that they would generally undertake less extensive schemes, 
many of which would be on sites made available as a result of slum-clearance 
operations. Between these authorities arrangements for exchange of tenancies 
and for pooling waiting lists, and mutual aid in a number of other housing 
fields, suggest themselves ; these are matters which must be worked out in 
practice and would, we hope, be encouraged by the local government changes 
proposed. There seems no need to attempt to specify them all in detail 
at this stage. We think that power should be given for arrangements to be 
made between the Tyneside County Council and the Tyneside borough 
councils under which houses built by the former would be managed by or 
handed over to the latter, subject where necessary to the county retaining 
the right to nominate tenants on suitable terms. 

Highways and traffic 

176. We have considered in paragraph 77 whether the county would have 
a worthwhile highway and traffic function under our draft proposals, and 
we see no reason to doubt it. 

177. Very close collaboration would in our view be needed between the 
county highway engineer and the county planning officer on the broad aspects 
of highway planning ; the more detailed design work and the supervision 'Of 
contracts for new roads and major road improvements would also fall to the 
engineer. On trafiic management and traffic engineering he would need to 
collaborate closely with the police. 

178. We think that this function can be separated, without serious overlap, 
from work on minor roads, which we suggest should be a second-tier 
responsibility. We suggest also that the second-tier authorities should act 
as agents of the Tyneside County Council in maintaining the major roads 
and doing work other than major improvements. 

Transport 

179. The mutual arrangements of the Newcastle and Gateshead bus under- 
takings were mentioned at the conference. Only two authorities (Newcastle 
and South Shields) provide municipal bus services, the other services in 
the area being provided by companies. Gateshead has an option to 
purchase the local bus undertaking ten years hence. We understand that 
since .the opnfeience a “ steering committee ” has been set up to discuss 
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future trends in Tyneside’s transport system. It will consider amongst 
other things the effect of closing electric railway systems and the possibility 
of introducing new forms of transport. It is not within our statutory powers 
to make an effective recommendation on transport but we call attention 
to it as a common problem of the area as a whole. 

Clean air 

180. Prima facie, clean air seems a “ natural ” first-tier function, as 
Newcastle pointed out at the conference. As with sewage disposal, the 
effects of action or inaction in one part of the area will extend to other 
ports. In our draft prioposals we thought, however, that it should fall to 
the borough authorities mainly because it would link up with other work 
done by the borough public health inspectors. We have thought further 
about this question and on the whole we conclude that the reasons for 
giving this function to the borough authorities are to be preferred to the 
arguments in favour of giviiig it to the county council. The success of 
smoke control orders depends very much, we believe, on the ability of a 
local authority’s officers to establish effective contact with individual house- 
holders. to explain why the order is necessary, what heating or cooking 
appliances will need replacement, what appliances can replace them, what 
fuels are likely to be available, what grant is payable and how it should 
be claimed. All this personal and detailed work seems to fit in with our 
conception of the general character of the borough council’s functions 
rather than those of the county council. To divide clean air functions 
between the first- and second-tier authorities does not appear to be legally 
practicable. 

Refuse disposal 

181. In their written comments Newcastle mentioned this service as one 
in which a single authority could avoid the present competition for sites ; 
make the most economiaal arnamgememts as between collection and disposal 
and as between different methods of disposal ; and consider disposal policy 
in relation to the location of new high density housing development. Once 
again the Newcastle argument is indirectly relevant to the present question. 
Probably no-one would think of giving the function of refuse collection to 
the first-tier authority, if there is a two-tier system ; but there is a case 
for giving the county the disposal function. We considered this before 
making draft proposals and decided against it on finding that there did 
not seem to be any great difficulties in practice even at present ; and the 
reduction in number of 'the second-tier authorities should reduce such 
difficulties as there are. None of the authorities except Newcastle appear 
to have very long hauls to disposal points, the average being about three 
miles. Newcastle’s average haul is considerably longer but not, we believe, 
beyond the economical limit for controlled tipping. 

Police 

182. There was some discussion of police matters at the conference, but. 
as was pointed out, the Report of the Royal Commission on the Police(') 
envisages a review of police areas related to our work but conducted by 

^ Royal Commission on the Police, 1962. Finai Report. Cmd. 1728-. Her Majesty’s 
Stationery Office, price 12s. 6d. net. 
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a different body. The Government have yet to make a final decision on 
this report. Meanwhile we leave our draft proposals (assigning this function 
to the first-tier authority) as they stand, only adding that the Royal Com- 
mission put the optimum size of a police force at 500 or upwards, which 
means a population of 250,000 or more ; three of the four Tyneside boroughs 
would be ■smaller t ha n this. If the Tyneside County Council become the 
police authority it would seem appropriate for the river Tyne police to 
come under their responsibility. 

Fire 

183. The assumption of responsibility for this service by the Tyneside 
County Council should be made easier by reason of the joint service already 
existing between Newcastle and Gateshead. As regards the fire-boat service, 
it may be that Durham County Council would drop out of the joint 
arrangement. 

Sewerage and sewage disposal 

184. Our draft proposals gave the Tyneside County Council responsibility 
for main trunk sewers and sewage disposal works and the borough councils 
responsibility for other sewers and individual connections to them. This 
still seems to us to be right and practicable. 

Civil defence 

185. Civil defence functions should clearly follow local authorities’ ordinary 
duties so far as passible. Thus oivil defence duties concerned with police, 
fire and ambulance services would be for the Tyneside County Council 
while welfare functions would be for the boroughs ; where there is a doubt 
about particular civil defence functions, our inclination would be to assign 
them to the borough councils. 

186. 'rhese are not the only functions in which questions may arise as 
between first- and second-tier authorities but they are the main ones whose 
distribution seemed to us to call for special comment at this stage. 
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CHAPTER 8 
Areas and Boundaries 

187. When we sent our draft proposals to the local authorities we asked them 
to let us have their views on the boundaries suggested even if they did not 
agree with our draft proposals!*). The boundaries we now propose are 
illustrated in Figure 5 and Map A. and in this chapter we describe the 
suggestions we received, area by area. First, however, we say something 
about Blaydon Urban District Council’s suggestion that there should be five 
second-tier authorities in the proposed county. 




Fig. 5 Reorganisation of local government in Tyneside as now proposed 

1. Proposed Tyneside borough including Newcastle upon Tyne 

2. Proposed Tyneside borough including Tynemouth 

3. Proposed Tyneside borough including Souxh Shields 

4. Proposed Tyneside borough including Gateshead 

A fifth Tyneside borough 

188. Blaydon Urban District Council suggested that the whole of the urban 
districts of Blaydon, Ryton and Whickham south of the river, with Newburn 
urban district north of the river, should form a fifth district in the proposed 
county. Such a district would have an area of 25,100 acres, a 1962 population 
of 99,400 and a rateable value of £1.095,000. Bla ydon argued that this would 

1 The original suggestions of the local authorities are mentioned in para. 5 of Appendix 5. 
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avoid splitting the existing urban districts south of the river and would 
provide additional land for housing and overspill. The fact that the proposed 
new district would be on both sides of the river would be in accordance with 
our view that the Tyne united the area rather than divided it and the 
proposed borough of Gateshead would be a more reasonable size and shape 
without Blaydon, Ryton and Whickham. The creation of a fifth district 
would leave the Gateshead borough with an area of 7,600 acres, a population 
of 142,000, and a rateable value of £1,591,000, and the Newcastle borough 
would be reduced to an area of 14,600 acres, a population of 302,800 and a 
rateable value of £5,550,000. 

189. We have considered these arguments carefully but we find a number of 
difficulties in supporting a fifth borough formed in the way suggested. To 
begin with, it would have a population of barely 100,000 which is rather low 
for a new authority in this area which is to have education, children, health 
and welfare functions in its own right. The new borough would be sparsely 
populated with less than four persons to the acre, and while we think its 
density and population would increase substantially over the course of time 
as the result of development to meet Tyneside housing needs, it would initially 
be a weak authority with two further disadvantages : it would have no natural 
centre and it would not be building upon a strong nucleus with experience 
in the full planning and administration of the services mentioned above. 
While we think it was helpful that this proposal should have been put up for 
examination, we are unable to support it. 

The proposed borough including Newcastle 

190. In our draft proposals we suggested that this borough should comprise: — 

(it) the existing county borough of Newcastle upon Tyne (apart from a 

small area in Little Benton, containing part of an Air Ministry 
property which we thought should go to the proposed borough 
including Tynemouth) ; 

(6) Gosforth urban district (except for a small area between Fawdon 
Lane and the present urban district boundary) ; 

(c) Newburn urban district (except for the undeveloped northern part of 
the district) ; 

(if) two small areas of Longbenton urban district — one west of Salters 
Lane included for boundary reasons and the other bringing into the 
Newcastle unit the whole of the city council’s Benton Road housing 
estate ; 

(e) the following parts of Castle Ward rural district; — 

(i) parts of the parish of Woolsington containing the city council’s 
Newbiggin Hall housing estate and development at Kenton 
Bankfoot just outside the present Newcastle boundary ; 

(ii) parts of the parishes of North Gosforth and Hazlerigg ; 

(f) small parts of Blaydon and Ryton urban districts lying north of the 
Tyne. 

191. Newburn and Longbenton urban district councils, who wished to remain 
separate districts, had no comments on the detailed boundaries we had sug- 
gested : Gosforth Urban District Council proposed that Newcastle should be 
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reduced so that the second-tier authorities in. the Tyneside county should be 
of more equal size. They suggested this could be done either by creating 
more second-tier units or by “ returning ” some areas to Northumberland but 
they did not specify any particular areas. 

192. Castle Ward Rural District Council (who were supported by the parish 
councils concerned), the Northumberland Associaitdon of Parish Counoils. the 
Northumberland land Newcasitle Society and ithe Northumberlaed Rural 
Community Council were prepared to agree that the Newbiggin Hall housing 
estate should he included with Newcastle in the proposed Tyneside county 
but thought that apart from this the boundary of the proposed county should 
follow the inner bouiudary of the green belt. They argued that apart from the 
Newbiggin Hah estate the communities we proposed to include in the Tyne- 
side county were rural communities with an independent life of their own. 
The Tyneside Junior Chamber of Commerce proposed to associate Wallsend 
and the southern part of Longbenton with Newcastle rather than with Tyne- 
mouth. 

193. To take the inner edge of the green belt as the boundary would exclude 
from the Tyneside county not only the areas in Castle Ward rural district but 
also further parts of Newburn urban district and Longbenton urban district 
and the northern part of Gosforth urban district. The actual boundary line 
would be irregular and would, for example, cut through existing development 
in Gosforth and Newbum urban districts. Moreover, in spite of fhe argu- 
ments that were put forward about the independent life of the communities 
in the rural district we cannot overlook the fact that North Gosforth consists 
largely of houses inhabited by people who work on Tyneside, and open spaces 
which, although proposed for inclusion in the green belt, are used mainly for 
urban recreational purposes — a golf course, playing fields and a race course. 
We do not. therefore, think that there is a sufiicient case for departing from 
our suggested boundary here. We have, however, altered our views about 
Kenton Bankfoot ; it seems likely that the development here will remain 
isolated from Newcastle, and we now propose that it should be left in the 
administrative county of Northumberland, This meets the wishes of the 
inhabitants and the boundary suggested here follows the inner edge of the 
green belt. 

194. The borough as now proposed would have an area of 18,628 acres, 
a population of 332,000 and a rateable value of £5,998,000. 

The proposed borough including Tynemouth 

195. Our proposed borough including Tynemouth comprised : — 

(a) the county borough of Tynemouth ; 

ib) the borough of Wallsend ; 

(e) the borough of Whitley Bay (except for a small area in the south 
west, and for St. Mary’s Island, Hartley and Seaton Sluice, in the 
north); 

id) that part of Longbenton urban district south of the proposed Tyne 
tunnel approach road (except for the two areas included in the pro- 
posed borough including Newcastle) ; 
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(e) that part of Newcastle upon Tyne county borough referred to at 
paragraph 190 ; 

{/) those parts of Seaton Valley urban district comprising the village of 
Wellheld. and the areas south of the proposed Tyne tunnel approach 
road. 

196. Although Longbenton Urban District Council wanted their district to 
remain a separate local government unit they agreed that if it was to be 
divided the line of ithe proposed Tyne tunnel approach road was .the best 
that could be found. Whitley Bay Borough Council thought Earsdon should 
be included in the Tyneside county; they also asked that the northern 
boundary should follow the existing borough boundary along the line of the 
Seaton burn, thus including development at Seaton Sluice, Old Hartley and 
St. Mary’s Island in the new county. They particularly wished to see the 
St. Mary’s Island lighthouse, whioh is represented in the borough coat of arms, 
included in the new county. They were supported by the National Chamber 
of Trade (North Eastern Area Council) and the Whitley Bay and District 
Hotel iand Boarding House Assocdatiqn. 

197. We cannot agree that there is a case for including any greater part of 
Seaton Valley urban district than we have already suggested. The urban 
district council do not object to the inclusion of 'Wellfield in the Tyneside 
county but they have pointed out that Earsdon’s community of interest is 
with the other mining villages in ithe urban distriot rather than with Whitley 
Bay or Tynemouth ; we agree with this view. Nor do we think that the 
whole northern part of the borough of Whitley Bay should be included in 
the Tyneside county— there is a clear break in development which we think 
is the best place to draw the boundary — but we have been moved by the 
borough council’s attachment to the lighthouse, and we now suggest a 
boundary that would include St. Mary’s Island. 

198. The borough as now proposed would have an area of 14,216 acres, a 
population of 187,000 and a rateable value of £2,298,000. 

199. This is perhaps an appropriate place to discuss the future of Newcastle 
Corporation’s Longbenton housing estate which, under our proposals, will 
form part of the borough including Tynemouth. We considered whether 
we should put this estate in the proposed borough including Newcastle, but 
decided against doing so since it would mean a very artificial division between 
the estate and the rest of the built-up area of Longbenton. On the other 
hand, to have included all the built-up part of Longbenton with Newcastle 
would have increased the disparity in population between this and the other 
three second-tier authorities. We therefore concluded that the estate should 
be included in the borough based on Tynemouth, but we appreciate that 
it would be a very serious matter to take away from Newcastle, wliich 
will have continuing housing responsibilities, so large a part of its pool of 
existing dwellings (roughly 4,000 out of 30,000). We therefore suggest that 
ownership of the estate should remain with the Newcastle authority, although 
outside its area. 

The proposed borough including Gateshead 

200. Our proposed borough including Gateshead comprised : — 

(n) the county borough of Gateshead ; 
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(6) Felling urban district (except for a small area in the east which 
we included in the proposed borough including South Shields to 
secure a more rational boundary ; for the same reason a very 
small piece of Hebburn urban district is included in the proposed 
borough including Gateshead) ; 

(c) the northern part of Whickham urban district ; 

(d) the northern part of Blaydon urban district ; 

(e) the northern part of Ryton urban district ; 

(/) small parts of Newburn urban district lying south of the centre of 
the Tyne ; 

(g) the part of Washington urban district west of the proposed Tyne 
tunnel approach road ; 

(h) parts of the parishes of Birtley and Lamesley in Chester-le-Street 
rural district. 

201 Gateshead County Borough Council thought that their original suggestion 
for an enlarged Gateshead taking in the whole of Felling and Whickham 
urban districts with parts of Washington urban district and Chester-le-Street 
rural district would produce a better unit than we had proposed : they 
suggested, however, that if we preferred our own suggestion the whole of 
Whickham urban district at least should be included. Whickham Urban 
District Council were prepared to accept our draft proposals if the whole 
of their district could be included in the new county and Ryton Urban 
District Council (who supported the county councils’ scheme) also objected 
to their district being spht. We have already in paragraphs 188 and 189 
discussed Blaydon Urban District Council’s suggestion— they also wanted 
to keep their district in one piece. Washington Urban District Council and 
Chester-le-Street Rural District Council were opposed to the iiiclusion of 
any part of their areas in the Tyneside county ; the latter council proposed 
a minor boundary adjustment with Gateshead. 

202. After our draft proposals had been discussed at the conference the 
Ministry of Housing and Local Government wrote to Durham County 
Council indicating what areas within and adjoining Washington urban 
district were expected to be suitable for development at various times in 
relation to coal extraction programmes: these included areas we had 
suggested for inclusion in the Tyneside county. The county council propose 
that Washington should be expanded to take overspill from both Tyneside 
and Sunderland, and we shall discuss this further in our report on the North 
Eastern General Review Area. In the light of the possibility of substantial 
development at Washington we have decided to take the south eastern 
boundary of our Gateshead unit along Learn Lane, thus excluding the south- 
eastern tip of Felling urban district and all parts of Washington urban 
district, and to draw the boundary in Chester-le-Street rural district more 
tightly round Galloping Green, thus excluding much of the area originally 
included. We have also amended the proposed boundary between Flebburn 
and Felling and included a small part of the Team Valley estate previously 
left out of the Tyneside county. 

203. We have given much thought to the question where to draw the south- 
western boundary of the new county. When we made our draft proposals 
we excluded the outer parts of Blaydon, Ryton and Whickham because 
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they are sparsely populated and would make the south-western borough of 
the new county very large in area and low in overall density compared 
with other Tyneside boroughs and with the average county borough. We 
have been impressed, however, by the unanimous desire of the three district 
councils that their areas should not be divided, and we see the importance 
of two matters of fact which they emphasised. The first is that the colliery 
settlements in the outer parts of these districts are more closely linked 
to ithe inner or Tyneside parts than to any other centres. The second is 
that as mining declines and comes to an end, the future of these outer 
parts will depend increasingly on Tyneside. That is true of some other 
places also, to some extent, but is of special significance where part of each 
district is already proposed to be included in the Tyneside county. A further 
point is that these districts (which are not included in any proposed green 
belt) may, subject to planning considerations, afford room for the solution 
by the Tyneside county of many of its problems of congestion and the 
continuing need for urban renewal. 

204. Again, our Tyneside boroughs are not in the same position as isolated 
county boroughs : they are part of a conurbation, and the needs of the 
conurbation may have to be met more in one part than in another. It follows 
that more land for development may be looked for in one quarter than 
another. In these circumstances we cannot see that a low initial density 
is objectionable, always provided that the second-tier authority is strong 
enou^ to provide adequate services. The area will in our view have 
adequate cohesion based on the lateral road along the south bank of the 
Tyne ; its communications with central Tyneside are reasonably good at 
present and are potentially very good ; its overall density would rise if and 
when major development for Tyneside took place within it. 

205. On these grounds we now propose the inclusion of the whole of Blaydon, 
Ryton and Whickham urban districts in the county of Tyneside and the 
borough including Gateshead, with the exception of a small tmdeveloped part 
of Blaydon urban district, which for road maintenance reasons we propose 
should be transferred to Northumberland. Two acres of Hexham rural 
district, which is not part of the special review area, are also included in 
this borough in order to define a clear boundary following the centre of the 
Stanley burn. Similarly, by adopting a boundary following the centre of 
the river Tyne, seven acres of Ryton urban district at present on the north 
bank of the river but outside the boundary of our proposed borough in- 
cluding Newcastle upon Tyne, are transferred from Durham to Northumber- 
land. These minor adjustments of county boundaries are in accordance 
with the original proposals of Northumberland and Durham. 

206. The borough as now proposed would have an area of 27,977 acres, a 
population of 212,000 and a rateable value of £2,338,000. 

The proposed borough including South Shields 

207. Our proposed borough including South Shields comprised : — 

(a) the county borough of South Shields ; 

(b) the borough of Jarrow ; 

(e) Hebburn urban district (with the adjustments described at (b) of 
paragraph 200) ; 
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{d) Boldon urban district (apart from the Whitburn Bents area which 
we proposed should go to Sunderland county borough) ; 

(e) small parts of Felling urban district. 

Boldon urban district which was not included in the special review area as 
defined in the Act, was originally claimed by both South Shields and 
Sunderland. Jarrow and Hebburn councils both have sites for overspill 
housing in Boldon, and Durham County Council have included much of the 
district in the proposed green belt. It seemed to us that Boldon looked to 
Tyneside rather than to Durham and, while we took into account the import- 
ance of preserving a break between South Shields and Sunderland it seemed 
to us, as we said in the statement of draft proposals, that the new county 
council would be effective and appropriate guardians of a green belt in this 
area. When our draft proposals were published Sunderland renewed their 
claim to the part of Boldon that drained to Sunderland, including Cleadon, 
Whitburn, East Boldon and West Boldon. Boldon Urban District Council, 
supported by a considerable volume of protest from local residents, objected 
to the draft proposals and asked to remain in the administrative county of 
Durham ; they had agreed, however, that the sites for Jarrow and Hebburn 
overspill should be included in the continuous county. They were supported 
by Durham County Council who said they could conveniently provide the 
necessary services and that they would not be subject to such pressure to 
permit undesirable development in Boldon as would an urban county council 
who were short of land. 

208. We have again considered whether the best course would be to leave 
Boldon in the administrative county, to divide it between the Tyneside county 
and Sunderland, or to adhere to our draft proposals. We admit that the 
decision is fairly finely balanced. On the whole we come down on the 
side of our draft proposals. We do not doubt that Durham would continue 
to give Boldon services of a high standard ; we tliink, however, that the 
Tyneside county m conjunction with the new borough based on South Shields 
could provide just as good services, and could do it more conveniently. 
We are further of opinion that the Tyneside county would have a vital 
interest in taking care that their development was kept separate from 
Sunderland and would be as effective a guardian of the green belt as any 
other county. We also feel that Boldon, through its elected representatives, 
would strengthen the administration of the new borough. 

209. The borough as now proposed would have an area of 15.898 acres, a 
population of 185,000 and a rateable value of £2,032,000. 

Summary of changes from the draft proposals 

210. The following are the principal changes from our draft proposals : 
apart from small changes between the boroughs south of the river, they all 
affect die outer boundaries of iShe Tyneside county : — 

(q) the following areas, which we previously proposed for inclusion in 
the Tyneside county, we now recommend leaving in their present 
administrative county: — 

(i) the Kenton Bankfoot area of the parish of Woolsington 
in Castle Ward rural district ; 
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. (ii) that part of Felling urban district south of Learn Lane ; 

(ml Washington urban district and the whole of Chester-le-Street 
rural district except the Galloping Green area and other 
small parts of Lamesley parish ; 

(J) the following areas should be added to the Tyneside county: - 

(i) St. Mary’s Flan d and a small adjacent area in the borough 
of Whitley Bay; and 

(ii) those parts of the urban districts of Whickham, Blaydop and 
Ryton not previously proposed for inclusion. 
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Proposals 

211. We now therefore propose that: — 

1. A new continuous county should be established for Tyneside. 

2. The Tyneside county should be divided into four boroughs, the con- 
stituent parts of which should be : — 

(а) Most of Newcastle upon Tyne county borough, most of Gosforth 
and Newburn urban districts, part of Castle Ward rural district and 
small parts of Blaydon, Ryton and Longbenton urban districts. 

(б) Tynemouth county borough, Wallsend borough, most of Whitley 
Bay borough, part of Longbenton urban district and small parts of 
Newcastle county borough and Seaton Valley urban district. 

(c) South Shields county borough, Jarrow borough, most of Boldon 
and Hebburn urban districts and a small part of Felling urban 
district. 

(d) Gateshead county borough, Whickham urban district, most of 
Blaydon, Felling and Ryton urban districts, part of Chester-le- 
Street rural district and small parts of Boldon, Newburn and 
Hebburn urban districts and of Castle Ward and Hexham rural 
districts. 

The boundaries of these proposed authorities should be as shown on 
the 1:25,000 scale definitive maps and as detailed in the schedules 
forming Appendix 8. Statistics of the area, population and rateable 
resources of the proposed authorities are shown in Appendix 9a and 
comparable statistics showing the effects on the existing administrative 
counties of Northumberland and Durham are in Appendix 9b. 

3. Functions relating to civil defence, highways, housing, sewerage and 
sewage disposal, and town and country planning should be assigned in 
part to the Tyneside County Council and in part to the Tyneside 
borough councils. 

4. Functions relating to aerodromes, ambulances, fire, police and traffic 
management should be assigned to the Tyneside County Council. 

5. All other local government functions should be assigned to the Tyneside 
borough councils. 
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Appendix 1 

(Introduction, para. 1) 

Area, Population and Rateable Value in 1962 
of Existing Local Government Areas 





Acreage 


Population 


Rateable Value 


Gateshead C.B. 


4,560 


103,120 


£ 

1,232,980 


Newcastle upon Tyne C.B 


11,094 


267,090 


5,171,407 ■ 


South Shields C.B 


4,876 


109,300 


1,167,293 


Tynemouth C.B. 


4,679 


71,390 


893,728 


Blaydon U.D 


9,235 


31,120 


263,640 


Felling U.D 


3,259 


37,100 


319,901 


Gosforth U.D. 


1,737 


26,780 


380,733 


Hebbum U.D 


1,555 


25,020 


326,597 


Jarrow M.B 


1,720 


28,370 


313,142 


Longbenton U.D 


6,786 


47,460 


440,059 


Newbura U.D. 


4,649 


29,000 


348,236 


Ryton U.D 


5,145 


13,920 


185,347 


WaUsend M.B. 


3,422 


49,690 


618,213 


Whickham U.D. 


6,074 


25,360 


297,884 


Whitley Bay M.B 


3,302 


36,730 


494,765 


Total: Special Review Area as defined in the 








Third Schedule to the Local Government 








Act 1958 


72,093 


901,450 


12,453,925 


Areas added to the Special Review Area by 








S.I. 1961 No. 1359 








Boldon U.D. 


7,640 


23,280 


233,829 


Castle Ward R.D. (part) 


3,180 


8,100 


89,000 


Chester-le-Street R.D. (part) 


930 


1,900 


41,700 


Seaton Valley U.D. (part) 


1,740 


7,680 


59,750 


Washington U.D. (part) 


800 


1,440 


11,400 


Total : Added Areas 


14,290 


42,400 


435,679 


Durham 








Administrative County* 


36,358 


187,510 


1,993,440 


Northumberland 








Administrative County* . . 


24,816 


205,440 


2,430,756 


Total: Administrative Counties* 


61,174 


392,950 


4,424,196 


Total: Special Review Area as extended . . 


86,383 


943,850 


12,889,604 



* Excluding those parts of the counties within the North Eastern General Review Area. 



Acreages are as given in the Preliminary Report of the 1961 Census. 
All figures for part-districts are estimates. 
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Appendix 2 

(Introduction, para. 2) 

Organisations Invited to Submit Views on the Organisation 
of Local Government in the Special Review Area 



National Organisations 
Association of British Chambers of 
Commerce 

Association of University Teachers 
Automobile Association 

British Association of Residential 
Settlements 

British Medical Association 
British Red Cross Society 
British Transport Commission 

Church Commissioners 
Civic Trust 

Commons, Open Spaces and Foot- 
paths Preservation Society 
Co-operative Union Limited 
Council for the Preservation of 
Rural England 

Federation of British Industries 

Incorporated Association of Assis- 
tant Masters 

Incorporated Association of Assis- 
tant Mistresses 

Incorporated Association of Head- 
masters 

Incorporated Association of Head- 
mistresses 

Institute of Community Studies 
Institute^of Housing 
Institute of Sewage Purification 
Institute of Traffic Administration 
Institute of Transport 
Institution of Civil Engineers 
Institution of Highway Engineers 

Library Association 

Magistrates’ Association 
Mothers’ Union 
Multiple Shops Federation 

National and Local Government 
Officers’ Association 
National Chamber of Trade 



National Organisations (Continued) 
National Council of Social Service 
National Council of Women of 
Great Britain 
National Farmers’ Union 
National Federation of Housing 
Societies 

National Federation of Women’s 
Institutes 

National Housing and Town Plan- 
ning Council 

National League of the Blind 
National Playing Fields Associa- 
tion 

National Society for the Prevention 
of Cruelty to Children 
National Trust 

National Union of Manufacturers 
National Union of Public Employees 
National Union of Teachers 
National Union of Townswomen’s 
Guilds 

Queen’s Institute of District Nursing 

Retail Distributors’ Association 
Royal Automobile Club 
Royal College of Midwives 
Royal College of Nursing 
Royal Institute of British Architects 
Royal Institute of Public Adminis- 
tration 

Royal Institute of Public Health 
and Hygiene 

Royal Institution of Chartered Sur- 
veyors 

Royal National Institute for the 
Bhnd 

St. John Ambulance Brigade 

Town and Country Planning Asso- 
ciation 

Town Planning Institute 
Trades Union Congress 
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National Organisations (Continued) 
Women’s Gas Federation 
Women’s Voluntary Service for 
Civil Defence 

Workers Educational Association 

Young Men’s Christian Association 
Young Women’s Christian Asso- 
ciation 

Local Organisations 

Blaydon, Dunstan and District 
Trades Council 

Durham County Community Ser- 
vice Council 

Durham Division— National Coal 
Board 

Durham Executive Council — 
National Health Service 
Durham Parish Councils Associa- 
tion 

Durham Police Authority 
Durham University 

Gateshead Executive Council — 
National Health Service 
Gateshead Trades Council 

Jarrow and Hebbum Trades 
Council 

King’s College, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

Newcastle upon Tyne Executive 
Council — ^National Health Ser- 
vice 

Newcastle upon Tyne Trades 
Council 

Newcastle and Gateshead Water 
Company 

North East Federation of Trades 
Councils 

North East Industrial and Develop- 
ment Association 



Local Organisations (Continued) 

North Eastern Area Council — 
National Chamber of Trade 
North Eastern Area Transport 
Users Consultative Committee 
North Eastern Electricity Board 
North Eastern Electricity Consulta- 
tive Council 
Northern Gas Board 
Northern Gas Consultative Council 
Northern (Northumberland and 
Cumberland) Division — 
National Coal Board 
Northern Regional Advisory Com- 
mittee — Trades Union Congress 
Northern Traffic Commissioners 
Northumberland Consultative Com- 
mittee for Community Associa- 
tions 

Northumberland Executive Council 
— ^National Health Service 
Northumberland Parish Councils 
Association 

Northumberland and Tyneside 
Council of Social Service 
Northumberland and Tyneside 
River Board 

Northumberland Rural Community 
Council 

South Shields Executive Council — 
National Health Service 
South Shields Trades Council 
Sunderland Executive Council- 
National Health Service 
Sunderland and South Shields 
Water Company 

Tyne Improvement Commission 
Tyne Port Health Authority 
Tynemouth Executive Council — 
National Health Service 
Tynemouth and Whitley Bay Trades 
Council 

Wallsend and District Trades 
Council 
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Appendix 3 

(Introduction, para. 2) 

Local Authorities and Organisations 
Who Made Suggestions or Representations 



County Councils 
Durham 
Northumberland 



County Borough Councils 
Gateshead 

Newcastle upon Tyne 
South Shields 
Sunderland 
Tynemouth 

Borough Councils 
Jarrow 
Morpeth 
Wallsend 
Whitley Bay 

Urban District Councils 
Blaydon 
Boldon 
Felling 
Gosforth 
Hebbum 
Longbenton 
Newbum 
Ryton 

Seaton Valley 

Washington 

Whickham 

Rural District Councils 
Castle Ward 
Chester-le-Street 

Organisations 

Backworth Federated Group — 
National Union of Mineworkers 
Birtley Parish Council 
Blaydon, Dunston and District 
Trades Council 

Council for the Preservation of 
Rural England 

Durham Division— National Coal 
Board 

Gateshead Central Labour Party 
and Trades Council 



Organisations (Continued) 

Gateshead Executive Council — 
National Health Service 
Gateshead Local Medical 
Committee 

King’s College, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

National Union of Teachers 
National Union of Townswomen’s 
Guilds 

Newcastle upon Tyne Executive 
Council — ^National Health Service 
Newcastle upon Tyne Local 
Dental Committee 
Newcastle upon Tyne Women’s 
Civics Committee 
North East District Committee — 
Communist Party of Great 
Britain 

North East Industrial and 
Development Association 
North Eastern Area Council — 
National Chamber of Trade 
Northern Architectural Association 
Northern Gas Board 
Northumberland Executive Council 
— National Health Service 
Northumberland Parish Councils 
Association 

Northumberland Rural Community 
Council 

Northumberland and Tyneside 
Council of Social Service 
Northumberland and Tyneside 
River Board 

Northumberland Urban District 
Councils Association 
Royal National Institute for the 
Blind 

South Shields Division — British 
Medical Association 
South Shields Labour Party and 
Trades Council 
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Organisations (Continued) 

South Shields and District Chamber 
of Trade 

Tyne Improvement Commission 
Tyne Port Health Authority 
Tynemouth District and Whitley 
Bay Trades Council 



Organisations (Continued) 

Tynemouth Executive Council 

National Health Service 
Tynemouth Local Medical 
Committee 

Tyneside Chamber of Commerce 
Whitley Bay and District Hotel and 
Boarding House Association 
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Appendix 4 

(Introduction, para. 1) 

Extension of the Special Review Area under Section 25(1) 
of the Local Government Act 1958 

Boldon Urban District 

1. Boldon urban district was not included in the special review area under 
the terms of the Local Government Act 1958. It was the subject of 
extension proposals by South Shields County Borough Council in the special 
review area and by Sunderland County Borough Council in the general 
review area. After completion of the initial stages of the review it appeared 
to the Commission that the urban district had close hnlcs with Tyneside 
because of the pattern of urban settlement in the northern part of the 
district and because of its geographical position in relation to the adminis- 
trative county of Durham and to the conurbation as a whole. Accordingly 
on 27th March. 1961 the Commission represented , to the Minister of Housing 
and Local Government that he should vary the special review area by the 
inclusion therein of the whole of Boldon urban district. 

Other districts 

2. ^ At the same time the Commission requested the Minister to make other, 
minor, extensions of the special review area in the urban districts of 
Washington and Seaton Valley and the rural districts of Chester-le-Street 
and Castle Ward as it appeared that these areas were so closely linked 
with the special review area that their future ought to be considered with 
It. The areas in question were: — 

Seaton Valley Urban District 

A zone of 880 yards from the boundary of the urban district with 
the county borough of Tynemouth, the borough of Whitley Bay, and the 
urban district of Longbenton, but not extending north of the railway 
between Burradon Colliery and the main line at Backworth. 

Washington Urban District 

The area north-west of the line of the proposed link road from A 1 
to A 182. 

Castle Ward Rural District 

The parishes of North Gosforth and Hazlerigg, and a zone in the 
parish of Woolsington lying north-west of the Newcastle and Gosforth 
boundaries; on the north-east side of the road A 696 the zone was 
to be 880 yards in depth, and on the south-west side of the road one mile 
in depth. 

Chester-le-Street Rural District 

The parts of the parishes of Lamesley and Birtley north-east of the 
line of the proposed Gateshead — Newcastle western by-pass, A 1 and 
the proposed link road from A 1 to A 182. 

3. On the 19th July, 1961, the Minister made an order varying the special 
review area as requested which became effective as S.I. 1961 No. 1359. 
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Appendix S 

(Ch, 2, para. 34) 



Statement of Draft Proposals 

CHARACTER OF THE REVIEW AREA 

1. The Tyneside Special Review Area lies in the centre of the Northumber- 
land and Durham coalfield, and comprises a narrow densely populated 
urban strip stretching from the mouth of the river Tyne for about 15 miles 
along both its banks. The valley floor, generally not more than half a mile 
wide, lies between steep banks rising from 50 to 150 feet. Most of the older 
industrial area of Tyneside is in the river vaUey. and the residential areas 
are on the higher ground ; the south-western part of the area is sparsely 
populated. 

2. It is not the Commission’s purpose to trace the history of Tyneside, but 
its present problems cannot be dissociated from that history — the early 
development of coal mining and ship building, the great expansion of the 
nineteenth century, the unemployment of the nineteen-thirties. Many of 
the buildings are now old : comparatively little renewal has taken place. 
Nearly all the physical problems with which the local authorities have to deal 
spring from these conditions and this history. 

3. Apart from the two county councils, Northumberland and Durham, 15 
local authorities(i) are concerned with the administration of the special 
review area as defined in the Local Government Act 1958. These autho- 
rities cxunprise four county boroughs, three municipal boroughs, and eight 
urban districts ; each group of authorities has different powers and the 
authorities within each group vary greatly in size and resources. That this 
in its turn has a bearing on the economic strength or weakness of the area 
was pointed out in a report prepared by one of the Commissioners for the 
distressed areas in the thirties.0 

4. The whole review area has a population of just under a million, and by 
far the largest of the local authorities within it is the county borough of 
Newcastle upon Tyne, which now has a population of 267,000. Apart from 
its important industries Newcastle is also the commercial, trading and oom- 
munication centre not only of the special review area but of the whole 
of the north-east. Of the three other county boroughs, Gateshead and 
South Shields are both industrial and residential in character ; South Shields 
has also local importance as a seaside resort. Tynemouth, the smallest of 
the county boroughs, is primarily a dormitory settlement and seaside resort 
as is its neighbour Whitley Bay, but it also has important fishing and marine 
engineering interests centred at North Shields. Wallsend, Jarrow and 
Hebburn are industrial, largely, but not entirely dependent upon ship building 
and its ancillary trades ; electrical engineering is of importance in Hebburn. 

1 Details of the area, population and rateable value of these local authority areas are given 
in Appendix 2 [not reproduced]. 

2 It was as a consequence of this report that the local government problems of Tyneside 
were investigated by a Royal Commission— see Reports of investigations into the industrial 
conditions in certain depressed areas, 1934 (Cmd. 4728) and Report of the Royal Com- 
mission on Local Government in the Tyneside area, March, 1937 (Cmd. 5402). 
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Gosforth, Longbenton and Newburn (together with Tynemouth and Whitley 
Bavl are Newcastle’s principal dormitory areas. Whickham, Bla^ydon and 
Rvton have dense urban settlements close to the river, but the southern parts 
0 / these districts are mainly agricultural with some mimng Coal mimng 
is important throughout south Tyneside and also in riorth Tyneside to the 
east of Newcastle. The more easterly collieries on both banks will continue 
to operate for many years and the problems of surface subsidence which 
they create are an important factor in restricting the amount of land available 
for building development. 

THE PROPOSALS OF THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES 

5. Local authorities put forward the following proposals for the reorganisa- 
tion of local government in the area : 

Northumberland County Council 

Reduction to county district status of the county borough of Tynemouth 
with the maintenance of the status quo in the .rest of the area north of 
the Tyne. 

Durham County Council 

Amalgamation of the six county districts south of the Tyne mto two 
larger districts. Amalgamation of the urban dBtricts of Whickham, 
Blaydon and Ryton was also suggested by Blaydon Urbai^istrict Council , 
Jarrow Borough Council and Hebburn Urban District Council agreed in 
principle with the proposal to unite Jarrow. Felling and Hebburn. 

Newcastle upon Tyne County Borough Council 
Formation of a large mid-Tyne county borough by amalgamating New- 
castle with the county borough of Gateshead, the borough of Jarrow 
the urban districts of Felling, Gosforth. Hebburn and Newburn, p.art of 
the urban district of Longbenton, and part of the rural district of Castle 
Ward. 

Gateshead County Borough Council 

Amalgamation with the urban districts of Felling and Whickham plus 
the absorption of small parts of the urban district of Washmgton and the 
rural district of Chester-le-Street ; if so requited, the inclusion of the urban 
districts of Blaydon and Ryton as well. 

South Shields County Borough Council 

Amalgamation with the borough of Jarrow and the urban districts of 
Boldon and Hebburn. 

Tynemouth County Borough Council 

Amalgamation with the borough of Whitley Bay and a small part of 
the urban district of Seaton Valley. 

Wallsend Borough Council 

• Amalgamation with the urban district of Longbenton and absorption 
of parts of the county borough of Newcastle upon Tyne to form a new 
county borough. 
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Whitley Bay Borough Council, Longbenlon Urban District Council, 

Newburn Urban District Council 

Reduction to county district status of the county boroughs on the north 
bank of the Tyne and the extension of the existing two-tier system of local 
government to cover the whole of the special review area north of the river. 

Gosjorth Urban District Council 

Establishment of a two-tier system of local government within a con- 
tinuous county covering the major part of the special review area. 

Felling Urban District Council 

Reduction to county disitriot status of ithe county boroughs of Gateshead 
and South Shields and the creation of five district councils within the 
administrative county of Durham. 

Jarrow Borough Council, Hebburn Urban District Council 

Amalgamation of the borough of Jarrow and the urban districts of 
FeUing and Hebbum and part of the urban district of Boldon to form 
a new county district. 

6. Two authorities— Whickham Urban. District Councdl and Ryton Urban 
District Council— represented to the Commission that no changes should 
be made in the structure of local government in the special review area. 

7. These proposals and representations, diverse and incompatible as they are, 
show that many of the authorities, while looking at the matter (as was 
natural) primarily from their own point of view, saw a need for larger areas 
of administration of both county ” and *' district ” services and for some 
measure of unification of the existing local authorities. 

THE UNITY OF TYNESIDE 

8. The main urban mass of Tyneside is more compact and more densely 
populated than either the West Midlands or the West Yorkshire special 
review areas('). There is visible continuity of development, apart from 
negligible breaks, throughout the built-up area and. although the various parts 
have their distinguishing features, there is a broad similarity over the whole. 
The individual towns and hamlets which go to miake up this larea stili retain 
some of their individual characteristics, but for the most part they have 
now so far coalesced as to have lost their separate identity as well as their 
distinct boundaries. The area is now a complex whole and this is par- 
ticularly noticeable in the pattern of journeys to work. People no longer 
merely seek employment close to their homes, but travel throu^out the 
Tyneside area to their work. Each day tens of thousands of 
worfceiB cross the river Tyne in both diireotious oi tovel along the banks 
in a comphcated pattern of journeys between home and work. Comple- 
mentary to this daily movement is the attraction to Newcastle itself, which 



1 


Approximate 


Approximate 




Area in 


Density 




square miles 


per square mile 


Tyneside S.R.A 


112 


8,000 


Tyneside S.R.A. excluding less urbanised fringe 


90 


9,500 


West Midlands S.R.A 


282 


8,500 


West Yorksbire S.R.A. ‘ 


515 


3,500 
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as the commercial and principal shopping centre of the whole area draws 
large numbers of people from all parts of the conurbation as well as 
attracting visitors from a much wider field. 

9. These movements in themselves are strong indications of the forces bindmg 
the area together. Twenty-five years ago the Royal Commission on Tyneside 
accepted the view that the Tyne was not so much a barrier as a spinal 
cord from which the social and industrial life of a wide area radiated ; and 
as more and better river crossings are provided, such as the new Jarrow 
tunnel, the interdependence of the whole area will be emphasised. 

THE PROBLEMS OF TYNESIDE 

10. Like all the older industrial centres, Tyneside faces formidable local 
government problems — of bousing and 'slum clearance, of town pl'anning and 
redevelopment, and of providing public services in a densely populated urban 
area. In bousdnig alone, its problem is one of the biggest in the counitoy. 
11,000 dwellings in the special review area are included in the present slum 
clearance programme, and almost one-third of the total of 290,000 dwellings 
are obsolescenit. Thus, there is a great task ahead, in replacing these 
dwellings, quite apart from the demand for additional housing. This task 
is complicated by a shortage of building land within the urban area. Land 
for public open space is another urgent need for, taking the area as a 
whole, the total amount of open space is inadequate and ill distributed. 
There are marked differences between one part of the area and another in 
the strength of the authorities and in the standards which can be reached 
in some of the developing branches of the social services. 

11. Many of Tyneside’s needs for better services and for an improved urban 
environment could be met by strengthening the local authorities within the 
existing structure. But there are some problems which call for a more 
radical reorganisation. In town planning (including provision for overspill 
and planning for industry), in housing, communications and sewage disposal 
the problems of Tyneside are interconnected over ithe special review area as a 
whole. 

Town planning 

12. There are at present six different authorities each concerned with the 
planning of a part of Tyneside. Their aim is a common lone, to make 
Tyneside a more convenient and pleasant place in which to live and work. 
This means taking major decisions on aH sorts of matters — the number of 
people to live in any one district, where to site shops and factories, the 
improvement of the network of roads and so on. But each of these decisions 
affects other parts of the area. Land may be wanted in one district for 
schools and open spaces to serve houses in another district. Factories built 
at one point will cause traffic problems at another. A new shopping centre 
will change the flow of traffic not only in its immediate surroundings hut 
over a wider area. Road improvement and traffic control systems again 
have a more than local effect. These are but a few of the ways in which 
ordinary town plaiming decisions on Tyneside may well affect more than 
the area of the deciding authority. 
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Housing and overspill 

13. Th-e population of Tymeside is growing. People aire mairyirng earEei 
and living longer, and the standard of living is rising ; the result is an 
increase in the number of families wanting separate homes. Furthermore, 
large parts of the area, especially those nearer the river, are very congested 
and must be redeveloped at lower densities. Housing will, therefore, have 
to be provided in other areas to accommodate the families that cannot be 
rehoused where they now live. 

14. But the amount of land in the urban area available for building is very 
limited. Consequently, there is an overspill problem, a problem which 
will continue for many years. While this problem affects each of the local 
authorities in difierent degrees, it is also a common problem of the whole 
area in three senses. First, the sites which are really suitable for overspill 
housing are likely to be few in number and they should be used in a co- 
ordinated, not a competitive, way. Secondly, the total amount of land that 
should be set aside for this purpose cannot be determined accurately unless 
the need is estimated on a consistent basis for all parts of the area. Thirdly, 
people ought not, if it can be avoided, to be limited in their choice of 
where to live by ■ the tying of particular overspill estates, to particular 
“ exporting ” authorities : they should be able to go wherever is best for 
their employment and personal reasons. This is of particular significance 
in a place like Tyneside where many people live in one local authority area 
and work in another ; overspill housing should be planned so as to ease, 
not perpetuate, the traffic problems which arise from Tyneside’s complicated 
pattern of journeys to work. 

Communications 

15. The need to secure an adequate highway system, with improved river 
crossings, is obviously a common problem and vital to the future of Tyneside. 
Tyneside is a communication centre with a very heavy through traffic : 
it also generates a great deal of local traffic within ditseilf. The movement 
of all this traffic is hampered by the natural configuration of the area, and 
the traffic flow in any one part is considerably affected by what happens in 
another. Improvements to main roads at one point without sufficient regard 
to the communications elsewhere may cause more congestion than before, 
although perhaps at different places. There are at present six major high- 
way authorities in the area and six smaller authorities who have claimed 
the right to maintain their local highways. There is no formal machinery 
of coordination between these authorities and no very satisfactory way of 
determining the priorities of work in different parts of Tyneside. At the 
suggestion of the Minister of Transport the local authorities concerned have 
set up a joint committee to recommend a programme for highway con- 
struction within the conurbation for the next twenty years, but it has not 
been able to complete its work because there is no up-to-d.ate survey of 
overall traffic needs for the area nor has any through-going traffic census 
yet been taken. The recent report on the central area of Newcastle is an 
admirable example of what ought to be done on a wider basis. 

16. Traffic control is a function of the individual autliorities, but once again 
action reguJatinig the traffic lin. tome 'area by restriclioias on waiting, one-way 
streets or parking provisions has repercussions on adjoining areas, and even 
further afield. 
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Sewage disposal 

17. The contaminated state of the Tyne has been criticised for many years. 
Most people agree that this state of affairs, caused by the amount of crude 
sewage and trade wastes now being discharged into the river, ought to be 
tackled as a matter of urgency. But until very recently the authorities con- 
cerned had not attempted to cooperate in dealing with it — and even the 
present attempt has not yet got beyond the exploratory stage. 

18. Sewage disposal is a common problem in the sense that whatever is done 
or not done by one authority will affect others. A coordinated approach 
to the technical problems is therefore the least that is required. If compre- 
hensive arrangements for sewage treatment or for discharge into the open 
sea prove to be necessary, the works required are likely to be very expensive 
and Tyneside would best be able to afford them by having a joint scheme. 
Only in this way could the authorities ensure that the most effective arrange- 
ments would be made for the whole area. Moreover, authorities spending 
money on cleaning up the river will not want to see their efforts defeated 
by other authorities who do nothing. 

19. This, although not necessarily the most important, is a striking example 
of the difficulty which separate authorities have in taking concerted action 
on matters affecting the whole area. 

Planning for industry 

20. The Commission are enjoined by the regulations under which they work 
to take into account economic and industrial factors, and those of Tyneside 
are of a special kind and have a special importance. The present position 
in the area is. of course, very different from the past; industrial activity 
has been increased and diversified and unemployment since the war has been 
far lower than in the thirties. There is good hope for the future also, but 
the fact remains that a substantial proportion of the people working on Tyne- 
side are employed in the traditional industries of shipbuilding and repairing, 
marine engineering and min ing and their ancillary industries. There is 
general agreement among the local authorities than in an area relying so 
heavily on these industries everything should be done to build up economic 
strength and resilience. 

21. Industry itself and the Board of Trade have the major part to play ; the 
North East Industrial and Development Association and other agencies are 
also concerned ; but the part of local government is not negligible. As well 
as helping to attract industry by direct approach the local authority can 
allocate, and if necesary develop, industrial sites, build houses for workers, 
provide essential services, improve the appearance of the area, create or 
improve communications with the needs of industry in mind, and be a 
centre of information to industrialists. 

22. There wifi not be unlimited money to spend on these matters ; what there 
is should be spent with the requirements of the whole area in view. There 
should not be several sources disseminating different information about 
matters^ of interest to industrialists, still less should there be competing or 
conflicting policies in the provision of sites and services. Planning for 
industry is a common problem of the area which must have a direct bearing 
on the well-being of its people. 
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POSSIBLE FORMS OF ORGANISATION 

23. There are several ways of strengthening the local government structure 
of Tyneside and securing some degree of unification. In considering the 
various suggestions the Commission have borne in mind the need for a 
local government structure which can provide for effective action on the 
common problems of Tyneside without being remote from the people in the 
administration of the more local services. 

One county borough 

24. A single county borough covering the entire built-up area of Tyneside 
would secure unity and no doubt effectiveness of administration and it is a 
possibility the Commission felt bound to consider, although it was not 
specifically suggested by any of the authorities or other bodies. But the 
difficulties of passing suddenly from a diffuse structure to a completely 
unified form of all-purpose authority for the whole area would be very 
great, and the “ common problems ” which have been described in para- 
graphs 12-22 are not the only matters to be considered. A large part of the 
services provided by local government, particularly in the fields of health 
and welfare, are concerned with local and personal needs. It is not necessary 
and might well be a real disadvantage to remit all these to a single, new, 
all-purpose authority with a population of almost a million. 

Mid-Tyne county borough 

25. Newcastle proposed a mid-Tyne county borough (see paragraph 5), 
which may be regarded as a variant of the single county borough proposal. 
Its merits lie in the fact that it would not be so big as a single county 
borough for the whole area, that it would be based on a strong and effective 
existing unit, and that it would encompass the main part of the built-up 
area, Newcastle argued that a single all-purpose authority covering the 
mid-Tyne area could by its own efforts and force of example achieve a great 
deal of what is needed for the whole area. On the other hand, such a 
structure would not produce complete unity, since important parts of Tyne- 
side much in need of help would be excluded. There would be problems 
common to the proposed county borough and the rest of Tyneside and 
special arrangements of some sort would still have to be made to deal 
with them. 

Four or five county boroughs 

26. Four county boroughs, or five if Wallsend’s proposal were accepted, 
would represent a strengthening, by amalgamation, of existing authorities, 
but would not achieve unity. The problems requiring a unified approach on 
Tyneside seem to the Commission to be more numerous and to call for a 
stronger instrument of unity than those (for instance) of the West Midlands. 
A multiplicity of joint boards dealing with such matters as overspill, sewage 
disposal, traffic management, planning and industrial growth would not meet 
the need for coordinated action. It might be possible to concentrate most 
of these powers in a joint planning authority but such a concentration of 
powers points clearly to the need for a directly elected body rather than 
a joint board. 
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Two-tier system under existing county councils 

27. Other proposals would retain the two existing county councils on either 
bank of the Tyne and would extend the two-tier system to cover the whole 
or the greater part of the review area. If the whole area were so covered 
it would mean reducing all the county boroughs in the area (three of 
which are over 100,000 in population) to ordinary county districts. This 
hardly seems reasonable, especially in the case of Newcastle; nor could 
Newcastle reasonably be reduced by dismemberment to a number of districts. 
Moreover to do this would divide the area into two rather than reflect its 
real unity and meet the need for unified treatment. 

Continuous county 

28. The Commission have come to the conclusion on the facts at present 
before them that in order to deal effectively with the common problems of 
the whole area a single directly elected authority is called for ; and at the 
same time, to deal effectively with the more localised problems a number 
of second-tier authorities are required which would be for the most part 
much stronger, and therefore fewer in number, than the existing authorities. 
None of the other possibilities achieves both of these objectives : they can 
only be achieved in the Commission’s view by setting up a “ continuous 
county ” for the area las la whole, together with strcung “ secomtd-tier authori- 
ties ” which would have wider powers than an ordinary county district. The 
organisation of such a county is dealt with in more detail in the following 
paragraphs and in Appendix 1. 



ORGANISATION OF A TYNESIDE COUNTY 

29. The Com m ission therefore propose the establishment of a new Tyneside 
county to embrace the whole specif review area (apart from certain outlying 
parts) and also Boldon urban district and some small parts of certain 
other districts. Within the county, the Co mm ission propose the establish- 
ment of four Tyneside boroughs. These authorities, whose proposed 
boundaries are shown on maps Nos. 1-4 and further defined in Appendix 3, 
[not reproduced] would represent: — 

(a) a borough including Newcastle upon Tyne, Newburn and Gosforth 
(population about 330,000) ; (map No. 1) ; 

(b) a borough including Tynemouth, Whitley Bay, Wallsend and that 
part of Longbenton south of the proposed link road between the 
Jarrow tunnel and the Great North Road (population about 191,000) ; 
(map No. 2) ; 

(c) a borough including South Shields, Jarrow, Hebburn and Boldon 
(population about 186,000) ; (map No. 3) ; 

(rf) a borough including Gateshead, FeUing and parts of Whickham, 
Blaydon and Ryton (population about 191,000) ; (map No. 4). 

30. Appendix 1 sets out in some detail the constitution, boundaries and 
division of functions which the Commission propose for the county and 
the boroughs. These details are naturally matters in which modifications 
are possible within the broad lines which the Commission suggest. What 
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has already been said about the common and inter-connected problems of 
Tyneside need not be repeated at length here in reference to the continuous 
county : they are the problems which such an authority will be able to 
tackle in the most effective way for the area as a whole. And to those 
matters — planning (including planning for industry), overspill, main roads and 
traffic, main sewers and sewage disposal — can be added others such as police, 
fire, ambulance services and civil defence, which would be administered over 
the whole area with maximum effectiveness and without loss of convenience. 

31. This leaves a great many important services to be performed by the 
borough authorities — services which in the Commission’s view need a more 
localised administration but nevertheless one that is stronger and more 
effective than is possible in many parts of the area today. The four 
boroughs proposed by the Commission will be strong authorities, autonomous 
in the exercise of most of their functions, and not too far from parity with 
one another. 

32. The Commission believe that these two types of authority — the^ county 
concentrating on a few matters of wide significance in the social and 
industrial life of Tyneside, the boroughs strengthened and concentrating on 
the more personal and local services — will make the work of local government 
more worthwhile and of greater scope, and thus more attractive to men 
of energy and imagination. 

Effect on the counties 

33. Before deciding on the draft proposals for the special review area the 
Commission considered the hkely consequences for the administrative 
counties concerned. Of the two counties, Northumberland would be the 
more seriously affected in population and resources. It would lose most 
of its densely populated areas and its population would be reduced from 
481,000 to about 295,000. The county council have estimated that imple- 
mentation of these proposals would necessitate an increase of about 2s. 6d. 
in the county rate. In the Comnussion’s view the increased financial burden 
would be less in the long run than the council have suggested. Their 
estimate does not appear to make sufficient allowance for savings which 
could be made in costs of administration ; and the loss of population and 
rateable value may in time be offset, in part at any rate, by further develop- 
ment in the southern part of the county. In the Commission’s view the 
loss of the areas proposed would not render the county ineffective as a 
local government unit. Nevertheless the Commission recognise that the 
change proposed would be a severe blow to the county. It represents the 
price which must be paid for the improvement in the effectiveness and 
convenience of local government on Tyneside. 

34. The effect of the draft proposals on Durham would be to reduce the 
present population of 956,000 to about 790,000. It would, however, be 
misleading to consider the effect of these proposals in isolation, since 
representations made to the Commission with regard to the North Eastern 
General Review Area would, if implemented, have a considerable effect on 
Durham. The Commission are satisfied that the draft proposals which they 
are about to make for this general review area would leave Durham an 
effective and convenient unit of local government. 
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Appendix 1 to Statement of Draft Proposai-s 



Details of Provisional Proposals 

CONSTITUTION 

Commission propose that the continuous county (Tyneside County) 
should be an administrative county and that the lower-tier authorities (Tyne- 
side boroughs) should be municipal corporations, i.e. non-county boroughs 
within the meaning of the Local Government Act 1933. 



BOUNDARIES 

Tyneside County 

2. The boundaries of the new county have been drawn to include the existing 
built-up area of Tyneside, together with certain areas on its immediate 
periphery which would enable the county to meet its land needs for some 
time to come.^ It would not be reasonable to extend the proposed county 
further when it is by no means certain how much land may eventually be 
needed by Tyneside for overspill purposes, nor where such buildiing should 
take place. 

Extensions to the Special Review Area 

3. Boldon urban district was not included in the special review area under 
the 1958 Act, but it appeared to the Commission to have close links with 
Tyneside because of the pattern of urban settlement in the northern part of 
the district and because of its geographical position in relation to the 
administrative county of Durham and the conurbation as a whole. On 19th 
July, 1961, in response to an application by the Commission, the Minister 
of Housing and Local Government made an order(') including the whole 
of Boldon urban district within the special review area. The same order also 
extended the special review area to take in parts of Washington urban and 
Chester-le-Street rural districts from Durham and parts of Seaton Valley 
urban and Castle Ward rural districts from Northumberland : the Commis- 
sion had asked for these areas to be included as it appeared that they were 
so closely linked with the special review area that their future ought to be 
consider^ with it. 

4. So far as Boldon is concerned, the Commission have come to the con- 
clusion that the whole urban district (less a very small part) ought, in the 
interests of convenient and effective local government, to be included in the 
proposed continuous county. The district lies between the special review 
area to the north and the county borough of Sunderland to the south. Even 
now it is somewhat isolated geographically from the county headquarters 
in Durham city and this isolation will be increased if Jarrow and Hebburn 
are taken out of the administrative county of Durham to form part of the 
proposed continuous county. Adequate services to this isolated area could, 
in the Commission’s view, be provided more conveniently from within the 
special review area, to which many of the district’s inhabitants look for 

‘ S.I. 1961 No. 1359. 
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employment, shopping and recreational facilities. In coming to this con- 
duLn the Commission have not overlooked the importance of Boldon as 
part of the south Tyneside green belt, but they think that the proposed 
Tyneside County Council would be appropriate and effective guardians of a 
green belt between Tyneside and Sunderland. 

Areas Excluded from the Continuous County 

5. Certain outlying parts of the special review area in Longbenton urban 
district and Whitley Bay borough to the north and in Whickham, Blaydon 
and Ryton urban districts to the south-west are unUkely to be mtensively 
developed for urban purposes and appear to the Commission to have more 
affinities with the counties of which they now form part than with the pro- 
posed Tyneside county, which would be primarily concerned with urban 
problems. The boundary of the proposed county has, therefore, been drawn 
to exclude these areas. 



The Tyneside Boroughs 

6. The proposed Tyneside county would have a population of about 900,000 
which is at present divided among twenty different authorities. The four 
boroughs proposed by the Commission within the “unty would eaph be 
based on an existing county borough and each would look to an existing 
central area. . . . 

SERVICES 

7. The main problems common to the whole of Tyneside are described in 
paragraphs 12-22 of the statement of draft proposals, and paragraphs 30-32 
of the statement explain the broad Unes on which it is proposed to allocate 
the local government functions between the county and borough councils. 
The following paragraphs deal in more detail with the most important of 
these functions and a summary of the allocation of functions is given in 
Appendix 4. 

Planning 

8. The county council should be the planning authority for the whole 
area. The Commission envisage that there would be consultation between 
the county and borough councils on the preparation of the overall develop- 
ment plan and that the borough councils would be invited to help with 
the preparation of detailed plans for their own areas. The administration 
of development control is in general a more local matter, although decisions 
may have far-reaching consequences. In the Commission’s view this is 
a function that should be exercised by the borough councils under delegation 
arrangements. 



Highways 

9. The county council should be responsible for the planning, construction 
and maintenance of aU main roads and river crossings and the borough 
councils should be responsible for all other roads. Although the county 
council would be directly responsible for main roads they might find it 
economical to arrange for the borough councils to act as their agents for 
maintaining main roads, since the borough councils would in any case 
have an organisation for maintaining the roads for which they were 
responsible. 
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Traffic Management 

10., Traffic management, in the Commission’s view, could not easily be 
divided or limited to any one class of road. They therefore propose that 
the county council should be the traffic management authority, but here 
again the borough councils might act as the agents of the county council. 

Police, Fire and Ambulance Services 

11. In a compact urban area there are clear advantages in having these 
services under single control. The existing cooperation and reciprocal 
arrangements now in force indicate that there would be advantages to be 
gained by full integration. Unification of these services should, in the 
Commission’s view, lead to more economical administration, better career 
structures (especially for members of the smaller existing forces), easier 
deplojnment, and greater opportunities for specialisation, training and the 
use of specialised equipment. The Commission propose, therefore, that 
these services, including the Tyne River Police, should be administered by 
the county council. 

Sewage Disposal 

12. The county council should be responsible for all main trunk sewers and 
sewage disposal works, but the borough councils should retain control of 
other sewers and individual connections to them. 

Housing and Overspill 

13. The county council should have the powers of an “ exporting” authority 
under the Town Development Act 1952. Experience in other parts of the 
country seems to indicate that such powers are most eSectively exercised 
by an .auithority which also has Housing Act powers and the Commission 
therefore propose that the county council should have these powers con- 
currently with the borough councils. The county council alone should 
be entitled to build houses outside the county. Within the county they 
should have the power, after consultation with the borough councils, to 
undertake major house building schemes intended to serve more than one 
borough. Another most useful function for the county council in an area 
where there is such a complexity of journeys to work would be to operate 
a central housing exchange list so as to help people to find accommodation 
in places more convenient for them. 

Health, Welfare and Children’s Services 

14. The boroughs would be of adequate size to provide the case loads 
necessary for specialisation in different fields and to afford to employ first 
class specialist staff, and in the Commission’s view the borough councils 
should be directly responsible for these services. The personal and environ- 
mental health services, and the welfare services, would thus be in the same 
hands, and the borough councils would also have their responsibility for 
housing, with which health and welfare problems are so frequently associated. 

Education 

15. The Commission think that the Tyneside borough councils could cope 
individually with the greater part of the educational field and see no reason 
why they should not make cooperative arrangements over any part of this 

75 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



field where joint action is desirable. They accordingly propose that the 
borough councils should be responsible for education. This is a matter, 
however, on which they would particularly welcome further discussion. 

Civil Defence 

16. The Commission propose that the county council should be primarily 
responsible for civil defence since this is a service closely related to the 
police, fire and ambulance services which they would also administer. 
However, in this field the Commission envisage that the borough councils 
would assume responsibility for the welfare and more personal aspects of 
the service and would administer a substantial part of the whole civil 
defence programme under delegation arrangements. 

[Appendix 2 and appendix 3 to the statement of draft proposals are not 
reproduced.] 
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Appendix 4 to Statement of Draft Proposals 

Proposed Allocation of Functions between the 
Tyneside County and the Tyneside Borough Councils 

The table below does not give an exhaustive list of local government functions, 
but shows the Commission’s proposals for allocating most of the main functions 
between the proposed county and the proposed borough councils. 

Exercisable by 



Function 

Aerodromes (provision) 






Tyneside 

County 

Council 

Yes 


Tyneside 

Borough 

Councils 


Allotments 








Yes 


Ambulance service 






Yes 


Baths and washhouses 








Yes 


Cemeteries and crematoria . . 










Children’s service 








Yes 


Civil defence . . 






Yes 


Yes(‘) 


Coast protection 








Yes 


Education 








Yes 


Fire service 






Yes 




Food and drugs inspection . . 








Yes 


Footpaths and rights of way . . 








Yes 


Health services (personal) 








Yes 


Housing 






Yes0 


Yes 


Libraries and art galleries 








Yes 


Markets 








Yes 


Parks and open spaces 








Yes 


Planning 






Yes 


Yes(^) 


Police . . 






Yes 


Public conveniences . . 








Yes 


Refuse collection and disposal 








Yes 


Registration of births, marriages and 


deaths 






Yes 


Roads (main roads) 






Yes 


YesC) 


Roads other than main roads 








Yes 


Sewage disposal and trunk sewers . . 






Yes 




Sewers other than trunk sewers 








Yes 


Smoke control 








Yes 


Traifio management . . 






Yes 


Yes(“) 


Weights and measures 








Yes 


Welfare services 








Yes 



^ Some services and delegation arrangements for others. 

^ Outside the county; and within the county by agreement with the borough councils. 
^ Delegation of planning control: consultation on plan making. 

* As agents of county council. 
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Appendix 6 

(Introduction, para. 3) 

Local Authorities and Organisations Who Made 
Representations on our Draft Proposals 



County Councils 
Durham 

Northumberland 

County Borough Councils 
Gateshead 

Newcastle upon Tyne 
South Shields 
Sunderland 
Tynemouth 

Borough Councils 
Blyth 
Jarrow 
Wallsend 
Whitley Bay 

Urban District Councils 
Blaydon 
Boldon 
FeUing 
Gosforth 
Hebbum 
Longbenton 
Newburn 
Ryton 

Seaton Valley 
Stanley 
Washington 
Whickham 

Rural District Councils 
Castle Ward 
Chester-le-Street 
Sedgefield 

Organisations 

Council for the Preservation of 
Rural England 

Durham County Local Medical 
Committee 

Durham Executive Council — 
National Health Service 
Felling Rent and Ratepayers 
Association 



Organisations (Continued) 

Gateshead Labour Party and 
Trades Council 

Gateshead Teachers Association — 
National Union of Teachers 
Institution of Highway Engineers 
Joint Committee of the Four 
Secondary Associations 
Newcastle upon Tyne City 
Council — Conservative Group 
Newcastle upon Tyne Executive 
Council — ^National Health 
Service 

Newcastle upon Tyne Labour 
Party 

Newcastle upon Tyne Women’s 
Civics Committee 
Newcastle upon Tyne Teachers 
Association — National Union of 
Teachers 

Newcastle Regional Oifice — 
National Union of Teachers 
North East District Committee — 
Communist Party of Great 
Britain 

North Eastern Area Council- 
National Chamber of Trade 
North Gosforth Parish Council 
Northern Architectural Association 
Northern Counties Provincial 
Area — National Union of 
Conservative and Unionist 
Associations 

Northern Traffic Area — Traffic 
Commissioners 

Northumberland and Newcastle 
Society 

Northumberland County Teachers 
Association — National Union of 
Teachers 

Northumberland Parish Councils 
Association 

Northumberland Rural Community 
Council 
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Organisations (Continued) 

Northumberland Urban District 
Councils Association 
South Northumberland 
Association — ^National Union 
of Teachers 

South Shields and District 
Chamber of Trade 
Tyne Improvement Commission 
Tyne Port Health Authority 



Organisations (Continued) 

Tynemouth Local Medical 
Committee 

Tyneside Junior Chamber of 
Commerce 

Whitley Bay and District 
Association — ^National Union 
of Teachers 

Whitley Bay and District Hotel 
and Boarding House Association 

Woolsington Parish Council 
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Appendix 7 

(Introduction, para. 3) 



Conference at Newcastle upon Tyne— 24th to 26th July, 1962 
Authorities and Organisations Represented 



County Councils 
Durham 

Northumberland 

County Borough Councils 
Gateshead 

Newcastle upon Tyne 
South Shields 
Sunderland 
Tynemouth 

Borough Councils 
Jarrow 
WaUsend 
Whitley Bay 

Urban District Councils 
Blaydon 
Boldon 
Felling 
Gosforth 
Hebburn 
Longbenton 
Newbum 
Ryton 

Seaton Valley 

Washington 

Whickham 

Rural District Councils 
Castle Ward 
Chester-le-Street 



Organisations 

Felling Rent and Ratepayers 
Association 

National and Local Government 
Officers Association 
Newcastle upon Tyne City 
Council — Conservative Group 
Newcastle upon Tyne Women’s 
Civics Committee 
North East District Committee — 
Communist Party of Great 
Britain 

North Eastern Area Council — 
National Chamber of Trade 
North Gosforth Parish Council 
Northern Architectural Association 
Northern Area — National Union of 
Conservative and Unionist 
Associations 

Northumberland and Newcastle 
Society 

Northumberland Parish Councils 
Association 

Northumberland Rural Community 
Council 

Northumberland and Tyneside 
Council of Social Service 
South Shields Chamber of Trade 
Tyneside Junior Chamber of 
Commerce 

Whitley Bay and District Hotel and 
Boarding House Association 
Woolsington Parish Council 
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Appendix 8 

(Proposals, para. 211) 

Schedule Defining the Proposed Boundaries 
as shown on the 1 : 25,000 scale Definitive Maps 

MAP No. 1 

A-B Western boundary of railway; watercourse; south-western boun- 
dary of Great Lime Road; eastern boundary of Salter’s Lane. 

B - C Existing Newcastle upon Tyne C.B. boundary. 

C-D Centre of Front Street; eastern boundary of Coach Lane; water- 
course. 

D - E Existing Newcastle upon Tyne C.B. boundary. 

E - F Centre of High Street West; centre of The Avenue. 

F - G Existing Newcastle upon Tyne C.B. boundary. 

G-H Existing Newcastle upon Tyne C.B. boundary, except that in 
Philiphaugh Road boundary should follow centre of road. 

H - 1 Centre of river Tyne. 

I - J Straight line to nearest point on existing Newburn U.D. boundary; 
existing Newburn U.D. boundary. 

J-K Northern boundary of Blackrow Lane; field boundary; centre of 
Dewley Burn; northern boundary of lane; northern boundary of 
North Walbottle Road. 

K-L Field boundary; northern boundary of road; field boundary; 
western boimdary of road. 

L - M Existing Newburn U.D. boundary. 

M-N Field boundaries (curtilage of Westerhope Golf Course); field 
boundaries; southern boundary of road; eastern boundary of 
Newbiggin Lane; field boundaries. 

N - O Existing Newcastle upon Tyne C.B. boundary. 

O-P Northern boundary of Fawdon Lane; western boundary of 
Fawdon Lane; field boundaries. 

P - Q Existing Gosforth U.D. boundary. 

Q-R Field boundaries; northern boundary of Brunton Lane; field 
boundaries; southern boundary of lane; western boundary of 
Great North Road (A 1). 

FL - A Northern boundary of proposed Tyne tunnel approach road. 

MAP No. 2 

A-B Existing Tynemouth C.B. boundary; existing Wallsend M.B. 
boundary. (Centre of river Tj;ne). 

B-C Existing Wallsend M.B. boundary, except that in Philiphaugh 
Road boundary should foUow centre of road. 

C-D Existing Wallsend M.B. boundary. 
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D - E Centre of The Avenue ; centre of High Street West. 

E-F Existing Wallsend M.B. boundary. 

F-G Watercourse; eastern boundary of Coach Lane; centre of Front 
Street. 

G-H Existing Longbenton U.D. boundary. 

H-I Eastern boundary of Salter’s Lane; south-western boundary of 
Great Lime Road; watercourse; western boundary of railway. 

I - J Northern boundary of proposed Tyne tunnel approach road. 

J-K Northern boundary of proposed improved line of road (A 191). 

K - L Existing Tynemouth C.B. boundary. 

L - M Existing Whitley Bay M.B. boundary. 

M - N Field boundaries ; across railway ; northern boundary of railway. 

N - O Existing Whitley Bay M.B. boundary. 

O - P South-western and western curtilages of dwellings ; western curtilage 

of school; western curtilage of public open space ; western boundary 
of lane; southern boundary of allotments; across road (A 192); 
northern boundary of road (A 192). 

P-Q Field boundaries; western boundary of disused railway embank- 
ment; northern boundary of track; western boundary of road 
(A 193). 

Q-R Field boundaries; centre of stream to northern boundary of 
causeway at Curry’s Point; straight line due north to low water 
mark of medium tides. 

MAP No. 3 

A-B Straight line westwards from low water mark of medium tides to 
northern boundary of junction of new estate road with Whitburn 
Bents Road (A 183); western boundary of Whitburn Bents Road; 
northern curtilages of residential development ; field boundaries. 

B - C Existing Boldon U.D. boundary. 

C-D Western boundary of railway; southern and western boundary of 
proposed junction of Leam Lane (B 1288), Sunderland road (A 184) 
and the proposed Tyne tunnel approach road ; eastern boundary of 
mineral railways ; across railway. 

D-E Northern boundary of railway; eastern boundary of railway to 
existing Hebburn U.D. boundary at crossing of Cutthroat Dean. 

E-F Straight line due west to centre of river Tyne. 

F-G Existing Hebburn U.D. boundary; existing Jarrow M.B. boundary; 
existing South Shields C.B. boundary. (Centre of river Tyne). 

MAP No. 4 

A-B Straight line due east from centre of river Tyne to existing Felling 
U.D. boundary at railway crossing of Cutthroat Dean. 

B-C Eastern boundary of railway; northern boundary of railway. 
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C-D Across railway; eastern boundary of mineral railways; western 
boundaries of proposed junction of Learn Lane {B 1288), Sunder- 
land road (A 184) and the proposed Tyne tunnel approach road; 
southern boundary of Learn Lane (B 1288); southern curtilage of 
Springwell Inn. 

D - E Existing Gateshead C.B. boundary; existing Chester-le-Street R.D. 
boundary. 

E-F Southern boundary of mineral railway; northern boimdary of 
Great North Road (A 1). 

F - G Across Great North Road (A 1) ; field boundaries ; northern 
boundary of Smithy Lane; western boundaries of railways. 

G“H Southern boundary of Chowdene Bank; across road; southern 
and western boundary of road. 

H - 1 Existing Gateshead C.B. boundary. 

I - J Existing Whickham U.D. boundary. 

J - K Existing Blaydon U.D. boundary. 

K - L Eastern boundary of road. 

L - M Existing Blaydon U.D. boundary. 

M - N Existing Ryton U.D. boundary. 

N - O Centre of Stanley Bum. 

O - A Centre of river Tyne. 
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Appendix 9a 

(Proposals, para. 211) 

Estimated Area, Population and Rateable Value in 1962 of Proposed Local Government Areas 
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Estimated Area, Population and Rateable Value in 1962 of Proposed Local Government Areas — cont. 
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Borough including Gateshead 

Gateshead C.B 

Blaydon U.D. (most) 

Felling U.D. (most) . . 

Ryton U.D. (most) . . 

Whickham U.D 

Chester-Ie-S,treet R.D. (part) 
Newbum U.D. (part) 

Boldon U.D. (part) . . 
Hebbura U.D. (part) 

Castle Ward R.D. (part) 
Hexham R.D. (part) 


Total 


Total: Tyneside County 
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Map A Summary Map 
Seaton Valley U.D. is incorrectly 
named as Seaton Valley R.D. 
July 1963 
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